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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20580 


John Greenewald 


FEB 1 2 2018 



Re: FOIA-2018-00298 

Dudley LeBlanc 


Dear Mr. Greenewald: 

This is in response to your request dated November 30, 2017, under the Freedom of 
Information Act seeking access to records regarding Dudley LeBlanc. In accordance with the 
FOIA and agency policy, we have searched our records as of December 08, 2017, the date we 
received your request in our FOIA office. 

We have located 98 pages of responsive records. I am granting partial access to the 
accessible records. Portions of these pages fall within one or more of the exemptions to the 
FOIA’s disclosure requirements, as explained below. 

Some of the records contain personal identifying information compiled for law 
enforcement purposes. This information is exempt for release under FOIA Exemption 7(C), 5 
U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(C), because individuals’ right to privacy outweighs the general public’s 
interest in seeing personal identifying information. 

If you are not satisfied with this response to your request, you may appeal by writing to 
Freedom of Information Act Appeal, Office of the General Counsel, Federal Trade Commission, 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20580, within 90 days of the date of this 
letter. Please enclose a copy of your original request and a copy of this response. 

You also may seek dispute resolution services from the FTC FOIA Public Liaison 
Richard Gold via telephone at 202-326-3355 or via e-mail at rgold@ftc.gov: or from the Office 
of Government Information Services via email at ogis@nara.gov. via fax at 202-741-5769, or via 
mail at Office of Government Information Services (OGIS), National Archives and Records 
Administration, 8601 Adelphi Road, College Park, MD 20740. 

If you have any questions about the way we handled your request or about the FOIA 
regulations or procedures, please contact Kamay Lafalaise at 202-326-3780. 



/ Dione J. Steams 

Assistant General Counsel 








Federal Trade Commission 


WASHINGTON IS 


JAS. M. MEAD 


March 2 h, 1953 


Nr. J. Edgar Hoover 
Director 

Federal ftireau of Investigation 
Washington, D. C. 

My dear Director: 


The attached is from Mr. John H. Bass, an attorney 
of the Federal Trade Commission who investigated certain 
charges concerning officers anc^taff personnel of the 
Commission made by Dudley J.^LeBlanc of the Hadacol Company 
New Orleans, Louisiana. 


He asked that this memorandum together with the 
attached clipping be forwarded to your office for 
consolidation with the file in the LeBlanc matter. 


Very sinCerelV 


Jas.^f£~MwLfl 


L' 


f 
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Memorandum for the Chairman: 


In re: Dudley J. LeBlanc 


Cn March 11, 1953, William B. Lott, Attorney in Charge of 
the Conmission's New Grleans Office, forwarded to the writer 
the attached clipping from the New Orleans Item of March 10th, 
in which certain public statements are alleged to have been 
made by Dudley J. Leblanc in reference to the federal Trade 
Commission. 

You will recall that LeBlanc was the manufacturer and 
distributor of a product sold under the name of "Hadacol", and 
owing to the false and misleading statements contained in hie 
advertising, he was subject to several investigations by the 
Federal Trade Commission which resulted first, in a Stipulation, 
and then the issuance of a complaint. 

In the course of a deposition taken in August of 1952, 
by the attorney for the receiver of the Leblanc Corporation, 
Dudley J. LeBlanc testified as to vast sums of money that he 
was compelled to spend for the purpose of purchasing ''influence" 
at various governmental agencies, including the Federal Trade 
Commission. As a result of the statements by Leblanc made in 
the course of his deposition, you directed the writer to make an 
expeditious investigation of the course of the Hadacol case 
before the Commission, for the purpose of ascertaining if there 
were any unreasonable delays or if there was any questionable 
conduct on the part of any member of the Conission's staff 
who at one time or another might have been connected with the 
Hadacol case. 

This investigation was made and a report submitted in 
December of 1952. The investigation disclosed no questionable 
conduct on the part of any raeiribers of the Commission's staff 
or any unreasonable delay in the administrative processes. 

In this attached news item, LeBlanc is reported to 
have related the extent to which the Commission enjoined 
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hla froa making oar tain representations and that 
because of the Comaisslon's action against hla he 
Is "through with the medicine business". These 
alleged stateaents on the part of LeBlanc are 
pertinent and material to the above Investigation 
in that they emphasise the oonelualons reached 
therein, nanaly, that there were no unreasonable 
delays or any questionable conduct on the part of 
the Coaailsaion f a staff, and eontradlet the stateaenti 
aade by Le Blanc in the course of hla deposition. 

It is therefore reocnaended that this aeao- 
randum, together with the attached dipping, be 
forwarded to the F.B.I. for consolidation with their 
file in the LeBlanc matter. 

Respectfully submitted. 


John H. Bass. 


Mar. 20, 1953 
JHBtlah 
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OFFICE OF DIRECTOR 
FE0ERAL BUREAU OF I RVESTI GAT 10N 
U*I TED STATES OEPARTMERT OF JUSTICE, 


Date_: 


A f 0 V m 7 _ 19 £> 2 -\ iwf. __ 

V. lirman James M, Head a Federal 


10:£6A l?/’ 

■ ( 


Tol to* 

tadd. 

»Icholi 
Belmont. 
Clegg — 

G1 av i 

Harbi 


’Irade Commission. tele, 


Jonti. 

nonr_ 




REMARKS 


m is* Holmes. 
Miss Gandy_ 


informed of the Director’s 
absence Chairman Mead con sented 

to apeak Bitftfdn assistant* After - 

Checking he was referred to Mr, Crosby, 
f : ichols’ Office • 


i n Mr* 


Mr. Crosby advises that Mr, Me ad 100 s coiling tn 
record to o report he has received indicatin g 
the Bureaj^ i s conduc t ing an investigation of 
Mr±( b) (6), (b) (7)(C) on e mployee of the Tejj rnl « 

Troae commissi on. This investigation ie 
supposed to have resulted from allegations 
a rising out of the bankruptcy proceedings of 
the Hadacol Company and one of its chief 
backers, Mr.LeBlanc • 

X - - ' 

Mr, Vend smTed that if thi s report is true 
he would greatly apprecia te knowing g fr at A*-i« 
mince It concerns on employee of the TTC* 

Mr, Crosby is checking on this matter and toill 
prepare a memorandum. 


/ 


□ I. K- 


lvl 


■' -COKFiFn * lii 


u‘6 DL- 


vj-%o% 
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I best copy available ^ 

;e Memorandum • united states government 


if r. Tolson 
L, D. Nichols 
% 


putirvEy 


date: November 7, 


\ (■: 


SYNOPSIS 


Up. Jame^Jl. Mea d, Ch ai nna p, Fe$e raj Trade Count88 ion, 

pA-fi ' ‘ 


muted aduiaed whether an investigation^ was,.beir\g conduct; 

in (b) (6), (b) (7)(C) , Federal Trade Commission employee. Ee was od- 

'7«ed Yhe matter would be checked and he would be notified • . 

—-- - ■ — V 

BACKGROUND 


f? 


At 10:25 A,it. November 7, 1952, by reference from t) 
Director's Office, James it. Head, Chairman of the Federal Trot io 
Commission, tele phoned and talked to Crosby in my absence. Uf. 
fead was first very solicitous about the Director and asked that 
hi s w o rw regards be extended to him. 

Mr . Uead advised that he had received info rmation Wat 
I on employee of the Fede ral Trade Commission, tfr. fame sitnrtnn, was 
b ejna investigated pv t he FBI as a Ftsplt^Qfproceedings growing 
o ut of the "Hadaco l* ban kruptcy case. Ur. Uead continued that 
this case involved a "patent medicThe and tonic which had been 
ltd ely sold in the South and Southwestern part of the United StateaJ{ 
The H adacol Company is headed by a nan named LeB lar.o. 

So me time ago, exact date not specified by Ur, Ififad, the 
Federal, rradg.gaiiUaton issue# .<* ojjkllJM 

t he Hadacol Company for certain representations about the patent 
medicine they were selling. The order resulted in th^ bankrup tou 
o f the Had acol Company ; and in proceedings before lm iru.tt tt A? 
bank rupt cy, ~LeHTanc , the owner of the Hadacol Con.Danu r alleged 
that o ne of"the item s of the expenses of the Hadacol Conpani 
payments to a Ur, James Horton °f t7tf.Ztf*Jgi.XrPj7-^gg 


Ur. Uead advised he had iumt learnsd this allmpstiom 
from Mr. Matt Carrsia of the lam firwhich represents the truste e 
i n bankruptc y in this proceeding. 

Ur. Uead said that he certainly was making no complaints 
about any investigations of Federal Trade Commiesion or anything 
else, but he did belieue tt vo ujd hoee sip* ff »***** 

fortttu could have seen lit to 
Upolctaa »r«»»l of ±k* 


















































\Meno to Mr. Tolson from L. 8. Nichols 


November 7, 1952 


Mr, Crosbu aauised Mr. Mead that the Bureau had. a 

practice of notify iffTWHSaencu when allegations of a sufficiently 
>t p ecific nature w ere received, about personnel in that agency; 
t hat he could not jjicfke any comment .an.. Lamtaat case because he had 
no knowledge of the facts but he w ould check into them and, if 
\possible, ngt ifiL Mr. Mead of the aitJuat iaA-tadau* Mr. Mead said 
he would be most grateful for the courtesy and again asked that 
his best be extended to Mr. Hoover. 


The facts are as follows: 

Background of Hadacol Matter 

By letter gated Oc tober 21, 1952, the Ncui^jitX . O ff i ce 
advised that former Special Agen t Jero me Doule . an attorney in 
the firm of Cat. ill, Gordon, Zachry, and Reindel, New York City, 
h ad advised that i n his capacity as attprneji.fqT_.yhe trustee £/» 
b ankruptcy of ihe LeBla nc Cnr do rati on r he had had occasion to 
t ateruiew Mr. J ftuf^^^^^LeBlanc . principal stockholder of'the 
LeBlanc Oorpora^^^^^nttTTTtng the withdrawal of approximately 
$300,000 from, the funds of the corporation for which adequate 
account had not been made in the boohs of the company. 


Ac( 

largest port! 


associate Mac 


the 
a former 


°Ul2L°}-2I-2lf-}.Unl.9- °f .the r JjdejaJ^lrade CommJ M ijn, Washington, 
D. C. Le Blanc admitted ent ertaining a nymber of Federal Trade 
Ci mmiasion officials ~gn d employees in New York City, but denied 

iFVflttlag .ihe aaaea * ' ' ~""** * . 

of the £300.000. 


Is and employees ^ _, _ 

nf tKr'nTKaTtxl* aTYtTaiAlif reamlu ing tjyjk 


Mr. Do ule continu ed that there were certain documen ts 
I i n the files of the LeBlanc Cj^pp pQ.tian..l]id i-cia.tin.ff thn.+ T./>trinn^ 
[fiend. 1 ! y with i( f,Jb)(6).(b)(7)(C) , Director of the Bureau of 

| Industry Coo Derat ion "of TTIf T9 Ilf rol‘ Trmfe Commission. Do^Jj^j^ljm 
. ound conies of numerous letter ^ Le B lanc had written to member t 
o f Congrees seeking their qid. in th^DTomotion of Horton to the 
post aJ Commissioner of the ion. 

. There are certain other matters mentioned in the infor • 

Nation furnished by Mr. Doyle, but they are not pertinent to the 
\matter involving the LeBlanc Corporation and the Federal Trade 
Commission, specifically (b) . 

( 6 ) 
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i'e-no 4o r, Colson from L. 8. Nichols 


November 7, li)52 


A ll of the facts w ere / o rearded to the Attorney General 


•ney 

'The Leslano 


by nemam ndurn Hnt.ed Dr. ±nhe r 9.8 ( T§52 , captioned , 

Cor jo rati on, Dudley J. LeBlanc; James A. Horton; Unknown Subject - 
Bribery. " The Attorney General was inf ormed of the co ntent j of 
th e deposition mpae bu Leblanc to Mr. vovl e. and the Attorney 
General was also advised that an immediate inveatigation concernin g 
the possible paument of (6), (b) (7XC) 

o ther unnamed off icial s of the FedefafTTade Co mmiqsion was being 
ins t ituted. We was~al 3 o defuTsecT that inquiTTes were being made 
concerning the balance of the al legati ons in the complaint re¬ 
ceived fr on Ur, Doyle . 

On October 24. 1952 , the Washington Field Office wa s 
n aae origin in the invest sask cion nf-the— hrih&TU azn&ct jofthe 
L eBlanc Corporation mat ter, W ashington Field Office was in¬ 
structed that i t wqs not desiT&d._tjhat the Federal Trade Commission 
f iles be reviewed no r that (b) (6), (b) be intervie wed, Washington 
Field Office was instructed to submit an initial report by 
Octobe r 31 . 1952, summarizing the background of~Vie 'situation 
and briefing the deposition of LeBlanc, The f irst material in - 
ve stiaatiy p mn.o sted of..the., ffejtf—Qrikfln 3 O ff ice af ter 

i t received the initial re port. frg.ni t he ¥ as hington_. F i eld Of fice . 

Se’i Orleans was given a deadline of Nouembe r 'iX&m. 1952, on' i ts 
aspect of the inve st igati on. 

Status of the Investigation 

The W ashington Field Office submitted its report in 
p lenty of t i.ne , an d New Orleans is conducting its port ion of 

“lane. T o date. there has been 


t he invest igation wi th Ur. LcBl c ___ 

n o actual inn* *k±nn±itiif at t.h* r.rL*rn1 Trnrl* CjJSULLsS jQ fl OT Of 
J(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) o f th e jOommissi on, 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is r ecommended that C rosbu call Ur. M ead back and 
i dvise him that an alle ga t ion has been rece ived from Mr, LeBlano 
oncerning the payment .a? a major do rtion of $366~.bO0' to offTolMt 
o f the Fe ge ral__Trg.de Commission fgr_ favorable ac Vi o h 'by The M IP * 
mission concern ing the LeB lan c Cor porat xon; zKaTHrV LeBlanc «!- 
leged this sun was paid "Jo (b) (7)(C), ’(b) (6) _ a deceased associate 

of Ur. LeBlanc , and Ur. LeBlanc has denied he knove the identity 
of the individual* in IM cnmmtmMien ± „ lofcam'lltf 


the At torney 

mrtnru nr 


determine 


5$ 
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eao to Ur. Tolaon from L, B, Nichols 


November 7, 1952 


whether a full scale investigation of a possible bribery case 
was justified under the circumstancesf that Ur, Head be further 

■e has been aa^invest ipation o f the 


ADDENDUM: 


':arm 11/12/52, Crosby telephoned Mr. Uead at 


11:00 A.U., November 10, 1952, and informed him of the substance\ 
of the background of the allegation, Ur, Uead said that he toouln 
be most appreciative if he oould be informed when and if an inves} 
tigation at FTC startsHe said he can assure us that every co¬ 
operation will be afforded, and although he has not a very high 
opinion of the general veracity of LeBlanc, he was never one to 
quarrel with the facts ; and if there had been payments to FTC 
under any guise, Mr, Uead was very anxious that every cooperation 
be afforded the Bureau in order to yet to the bottom of such a 
matter, Crosby assured Ur, Uead his remarks woula be brought 
to the attention of the Director, and Ur, Uead again asked that 
his warm regards be expressed to Ur, Hoover, 
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i »•! 


ttorne 


omm 


ent documents without prior appr 
nT ' ijai3_approval was to be obta 


or photostat any of the 


# C Ae>9«l, 


her was instructed 


ents oonduct the 


n ecessary rile revlei 
.th erein deemed of itni 
Ischedulsd. for 9:00‘a ___ 

beceesary to officially obtain Feder al Trade Coramiaaion documents thib 
lfc<£er will be taken up with thAMfe>arWMtydi»>determine what future 
|coursS , ^e£-_ftction the Bureau ahoiftrcM;aki5£i UkO/fegard. 1 Q 
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Office Memorandum • united states government 


from : vr. Rosen 


•$r 


best copy available date: November 20, 195 


Time of cnii: 6;00 p.m. 


subject: DtDL' Y J. LE r -LANC, et al 
BRIBERY 


Fletcher. Washington Fiel d C*ff?ce, t eleohonlcall y 
advised the Bureau today that Agents William E« Higgins and RoSert 


ad contacted James Kead, Chairman of the Federa. 
Commission IrT connection - with our "inve st 1-attnr> nf aaptlpnAd mat^f 

“— 

At the time head was contacted ne was accompanied by f^ve 
officials of the federal Trade Commission, h rr.d road a prepared 
sta tement to Uus i^ents in wr.len ne stated taat the subject matter 


with the Federal Trade Coinmission, ther 


11 e r ations_ rece Ived by New York le tter 

fo rmer majority stockholde r of the 
aceutlcal concern, naih la rge sums of 

cials of the Federal Trade Commission 


in an effort to forestall the Commission's action in oppoa 
company's advertising program. LeBlanc on interview stated he gave 
funds to a forner advertising representative, now deceased, who was 
to use the money to entertain Federal Trade Commission employees 
in Wasnlngton. LeBlanc did not name anyone so entertained nor could 
he supply specific details as to the amount of money furrfshed to his 
advertising representative. 

action : RECORDED • 66 j ' s i - I : j 


'j' r .*<■ . •Ti^vt.r’ 
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11/21/52 

11/19-21/52 WILLIAM C. EEOCINS 



JneBLABC; THE^^filANC_ CORPORATION; 

HCKTCN; UHKROtfTsiiBJfecr, RF C EMPLOYEE IREEERY 
LOUISIANA _ 


Chairman JAMES M. MEAD, Federal Trade Commission, ( * 

advised investigation cf Eadacol Corporation 
completed by FTC prior to hie appointaent to 
CrmniKicci tJL'i ll/lfc/Mj. states appointed Chairman 
of CooEiieBion 5/2^/50 and, during inspection of 
field offices of FTC in sun»er of 1?5C, the Director '^ 
/of New Orleans Field Office requested action by t 

Cocu.ilssIon against Badacol Corporation on basis of tj 

completed liev Orlaane investigation. FEAD stated 
action taken by FTC upon bis return to Washington 
8 /17/50 in fora of stipulation to cease and doeist Ov/, L 
against Eadacol Corporation. Complaint issued by 
FTC against Eadacol 9/28/51 after failure of corpora^f^ ' 
tion to meet terns of stipulation. MEAD states caas r ^ 
presently pending as result of corporation being plac f&J/fr 
in hands of trustees by Federal Court. Advised nevsxv** 
contacted by any representatives of Eadacol Corporation 
concerning FTC action and, further, that MAC D. 

HEDRICK unknown to bln. States TURNEY GBATZ known 
only professionally aa foraer employee of National 
Democratic Headquarters. Cemented ®ATZ telephoalcally 
advised him of his separation from Rational Seaoeqfftlc 
Headquarter* and position with LeBlana. MEAD stats a 
ha adTised GBATZ of FTC's trouble with Badacol Corpora¬ 
tion , and GBATZ stated he would clear these difficulties 
up and have the Eadacol Corporation abide by FTC ruling. 
MEAD state a that he told GBATZ If thia wee done, FTC 
wouldtelcaae visits from the Eadacol people to FTC. 

— . v 

- P - E&1 . T' 
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LETAII£: AT KASEBft/TON. £ 


The following investigation wbd conducted by Special Agente 
WILLIAM C. HIGGINS and POiffPT N. WINGARD: 

Mr. JAMES M. MEAL, Chairman of the Federal Trade Comleeion,! 
vee contacted at tie office on .Yoveubor 20, 19!>2. Hi*. MEAL, prior *5 1 
being lnterviovod, requested that hi a attorney a r.J) edri rc? r Mr. JCKT \ 
W1EELOCTK, be I’reoent durir_~ thie interview. \ 

Mr. MFAL stated that he had been telephonically advised by 1 
Mr. MATT CORHEA, Attorney for the trueteee appointed by the Federal 
Court for the Hadacol Corporation, that Mr. EUDIZY LaBULHC had furr.iehea 
a depoeltlon to the trueteee, and this deposition, lit tarn, had been 1 
forwarded to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. He stated Mr. CORREA 1 
Informed him that he wanted to advise him that the depoeltlon contained l 
allegations against the Federal Trade Cosalselon and believed Mr. EEAP 1 
would wleh to knorr thie prior to reading of the allegations in the 
newspapers. I 

Mr. MEAL stated that he had laced lately telephoned the Fsderal 1 
Bureau of Inveetlgatlon, requesting Information conoernlng any lnraetlgati^ 
which the Bureau might have which would. In any way, affect the Federal 1 
Trade Coamleslon. He coamssnted he wee advised by return telephone call 1 
of the investigation underway and informed that ha would be kept adrleod \ 
of the progress of the Inveetlgatlon. 1 


Mr. MEAL stated the Eadaool case had haw referred to the 
Federal Trade Conlaelon In approximately 19 * 15 , which was some five years 
prior to the time he was a member of the Oooslaalon. He cemented ha 
bad $een appointed a member on November 16, 19*»9, and It use not rntll 
Nay ik, 1950, that he became Chairman of the OonmUeeion. Mr. MEAL stated 
the first knowledge he had of the Hadacol Inveetlgatlon vae In the turner 
of 1950 j during which time he was making a field trip to the various field 
offices of the Federal Trade ComdLsalon. He stated when he got to New 
Orleans and Inquired as to the case work of that office, the LI rector of 
the Hew Orleans Office, Mr. WILLIAM LCTT, lnformod him that be oould not 
modsrstand why the Eadaool epee waa being held up lr. Washington. Mr. 
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best copy available 


MJEAD stated te returned to Washington and lamed lately made t^qalnr. ^sto 

thla case. He coamented he had found there had been a delay la wKf'' 
cate, but that the delay we a caused by the failure of the respfdMdt to 
present certain testamonlals which had been requested fron him, |fcv 
MJLD coamented that, through his Insistence, a stipulation to NSW and 
desist was drawn up and signed on August 17, 1950, at which ttm LfBANC 
agreed to etop all Illegal advertisement. He stated, however, that LeBIAJtC 
failed to agree to the terms of the cease and desist order and September 3 
1951, a complaint v as Issued against the Badacol Corporation, He edvieed 
that three days before the corporate respondent went into reonpganltatlon 
under Chapter 10 of the Banlruptcy Act, this complaint was served. He stated, 
the federal Court had appointed a trustee In bankruptcy for the Hedacol 
Corporation, and this trustee had asked for and vae given additional time 
in which to answer the complaint. Mr. ICAD stated this came if prese n tly 
In a pending status and furnished the Agents a copy of the frtf e s nt status 
report of the LeBlane Corporation. This report is being set out as follows; 

"LoBlanc Corporation 

"September 28, 1951 - the original complaint Issued 

"Served 5 dsys before the corporate respondent went Into 
reorganisation under Chapter 10 of the Bankruptcy Act. 

"Trustee In Bankruptcy aaked for and vae given additional 
time In which to answer. 


"February 8, 1952 - lsemed an amended complaint which 
contained a form of the pr op osed order Ip the notice parties* 
of the complaint -- tbs origin*! sample 1st did not co nt a i n 
that purposely, because we did not know at that tln» Just 
what kind of order we wanted tbs OomI salon to issue. 


"After, the. amended -complaint was Issued tho Trhcf.'o '.aider 
the Bankruptcy Court aaked the Cburt for p-'Vnt re ton to 
not answer the amended complaint and to el low the 
Comaleelon to take Jud&mnt by default on •’ tawnded 
complaint. 

"The creditors oame in and objected to that, and that hfs 
never yet been deolded by the U. 8. District Court la 
few Tork where the bankruptcy action le pending. S#N 
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"In the meantime the Trustee came dovn here and 
that he had Instructions from the Court not to iiflMPf-' 9 ' 
any advertisement that would be contrary to the u 

provisions of the proposed order to cease and desist., 
vhlch was contained In the notice portion of the 
complaint. (The Trustee la continuing to run the 
buelness under the direction of the Court.) 

"The Trustee has submitted to us, Informally, under 
the direction of the Court, all of the acvertietag"' 
that hac been done since February 8, 1952; so this It 
none of the current advertising is contrary to wMdfc 
vo think it should be. In other vorde, he Is dolAf 
no advertising now that he could, not do if we haft 
the cease and desist order against him. With ttyfcfcv. 

In mind, and presenting It to the Hearing "nut sagT’ 
they have asked for and obtained various contlmsdStei 
as to the time for filing answer, on the theory Wfc* 
if they can build the business back up through tfcd 
Trustee running It under the direction of the CeSEtt 
to where It is a profitable business they will be 
able to sell it and the creditors get the money out 
of It, and that the public will not be hurt by tha daisy 
In the matter because In the meantime there is no 
advertising being done in violation of what we alleged 
was wrong at the time the amended complaint was Issued. 

"The Division has not objected to these various 
continuances by the respondents for the reason that If 
th# business was not sold It would wind up in bankruptcy 
and no benefit would be obtained by a cease and desist 
order. If tbe business is not sold, then it vculd taka 
a new suit to stop anyone else fro* false advertising 
of the product and if e oe$ee and desist on-’" were leaned 
against the present corporation it would i - *rfeotivS 
against a new corporation." 


Mr. MEAD stated that In regard to a Letter vM,*h waa i 
TUUBI man to DODIZm#BUNC in which ORATZ stated that Mr. WtMWt 
advised him be Wra ailgHtW Tto have such a close personal frlee*{4tM 


T-W* 
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position where the differences which hare, from time to time, devflqyed 
between his agency and their corporation could now be handled between *' 
personal friends for the best Interest of the Government and corporation; 
he, MEAT, only knew TURKEY GRATZ professionally, having met hi* several 
times while GRATZ vae an employee of the National Democratic Headquarters 
In Washington, D. C. Mr. MEAD advised that on only one occasion did he 
ever engage In conversation with Mr. GRATZ, that he could recall, when the 
conversation did not involve some problem or mutual interests concerning 
the Democratic Party. He stated on this one occasion GRATZ had called 
him and asked him to Join a party to go to the Kentucky Derby, He stated. 
that he had, on that occasion, 3d vised GRATZ he would like to see the 
Kentucky Derby, but that his schedule was so tight be could not make 
the trip. Mr. MEAD stated that in regard to the contact made by Mr. 

GRATZ, as mentioned above, GRATZ had, on one occasion, mentioned that he 
vas leaving the Democratic Rational Headquartere and was accepting a 
position with the Hadacol Corporation. Mr. MEAD stated, on tkla occasion, 
he advised GRATZ of the trouble that the Federal Trade Coiaalaslan vas 
having with the Hadacol people and of the dilatory actions that DUDIZT 
LeBIARC vae taking to disregard the Commission's order to cease and desist, 
Mr. MEAD stated he vas assured by GRATZ that he would do everything In hie 
power to ■ee that the Hadacol Corporation compiled with the Federal Trade 
Commission'e stipulation and, further, that if they did not oomply, he, 
GRATZ, would not stay with the corporation. Mr. MEAD oosmsnted he replied 
to this that If the Hadacol Corporation did comply with the wishes of the 
Federal Trade Commission, then anyone affiliated with this concern would 
be welcome at the Federal Trade ComalseIon, 


Mr. MEAD further pointed out that la regard to the Information 
furnished by llr. LeBIANC that he had given MAC D. HKXRICX $10,000 for which 
Mr. KEXBICX was to entertain Mr. MAO’that be, Mr. did not know Mr. 

HEDRICK and had never had any dealings with him. Ha pointed ,'u: that he 
had not been contacted on any occasion by any official of t’.» Hr-dacol 
Corporation concerning any action which the Federal Trade rel -n might 

take against this company. 
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Mr* MEAD advised that the files of the Federal Trade Com¬ 
mission were available for review, as well as ary personnel attached 
to the Federal Trade Commission. 


During the above Interview with Chairman MEAD, Mr. MEAD 
summoned Mr. D. C. DANIEL, .. Secretary of the Comisaion, to hi* 
office and Mr, DANIEL was preeent during aost of the interview. 

Mr. DANIEL stated that he was familiar with this case inasmuch as 
he had handled the case in the Washington Office during 1946 and 
1949 while he was a Trial Attorney. He stated that after he had 
completely reviewed the investigation in this case, he had recom¬ 
mended that a complaint be filed against the Hadacol Corporation 
and had submit tod this recoasneodatioa to the Gentles toners of the 
Federal Trade Coraaission. He pointed out that after his recommenda¬ 
tions were submitted, it was his understanding that the Hadaool 
Corporation hired a near advertising concern and that a representative 
of this concern had corns to the Coamisslon and had agreed to abide 
by the rules of the Federal Trade Conaiseion. 


Mr. DANIEL pointed out that although he did not have the 
case assigned to him after he had submitted bis recommendations, it 
was his understanding that the Commissioners had held up the complaint 
because the advertising concern had agreed to abide by Federal Trade 
Commission regulations. 






In regard to the interview with JAM£S H. MEAD, present 
Chairman of the Federal Trade Coamission, Agents conducting the 
interview were instructed by the Bureau to advise Mr* MEAD of the 
fact that the Bureau was conducting an investigation in this case 
and that if he desired copies of the reports in this oase, he eould 
receive them by a request through official channels* Further, the 
Agents were instructed to request from Mr* MEAD his permission to 
reirfev the file* of the Federal Trade C ami sal on concerning the 
Hadacol Corporation. 


The Agents, upon entering Mr. MEAD's office, were informed 
by him that he wished his Legal Adviser, Mr. JOHN WHEELO&, to be 
present during the interview* After Mr. tBBELOCK arrived, Mr* MEAD 
proceeded to give his statement to the Agents as to what his part 
in the Hadacol Case had been as an official of the Federal Trade 
Cotmisslon* Mr* MEADE referred to Bureau reports which he had 
reviewed and defended hie position in each instance idiere he was 
mentioned in these reports. 

During this statement, Mr* MEAD also anaoaab Mr* D. C. 
DAVTEI, , Secretary of the Comission, to his office. Mr* DA MTU- 
remained during most of the interview and furnished the Agents with 
information concerning his knowledge of the Hadacol Case* The 
Agents did not interview Mr. MEAD, but accepted hie Statement 
regarding the Hadacol Case* 

". ;v • * 

After Mr. MEAD bed furnished his statement, he advised 
Mr. DANIEL and Mr. VHEELOCX to escort the Agents to the files of 
the Federal Trade Comaltsion and make these files available for 
review. These individuals escorted the Agents to the office of 
Mr* WILLIAM KHJS, Supervising Trial Attorney, idiere the above 
individuals add Mr* JOSEPH CALUQKAX, Trial Attorney, suggested 
going over the files with the Agents* They were advised that the 
Agents would prefer to review the files and thereafter, if nooesaary 
ask any pertinent questions concerning information in these files* 


Mr. PASTEL then stated that ao information In these files 
eould be made public without the consent if. the aajerliy eC the tlbm 
Oeaadeeio&ers and that if tty sueh UCor ayt l sn baatt» puh \ . U » hi 
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DANIEL t , as custodian of the files, was liable for a sentence of 
one year In Jail and/or £5,000.00 fine. Tile reviews are, therefore, 
being set forth as follows on the Administrative Pages of this report 


File Number 5925-^*2^2 of the Records Division, Federal 
Trade Comission, was reviewed on November 21, 1952, by Special 
Agent ROBERT K. LEWIS. This file is a correspondence file which 
deals with advertising of the Le Blanc Corporation. 

In a letter dated October 4, 1948, to WILLIAM KING, Super¬ 
vising Trial Attorney, DUDLEY LE BLANC stated in part "Have just 
returned ..... I want to thank you for the many courtesies 
you extended to ua on our recent visit to Waahington. We will 
advertise in a way satisfactory to the Coomisaion. I intend to 
return to Washington in two or three weeks". 


In a letter dated Pebruary 13, 1948, from WILLIAM KING 
to DUDLEY IE BLANC regarding advertising matters, Mr. KING advised 
that he would be available for conference in Washington on March 
9 or 10, 1948. 


In a letter dated March 29, 1949, to JOSEPH W. POWERS, 
Chief Examiner, Federal Trade Commission, WILLIAM B. LOTT, Attorney 
in Charge, New Orleans, advised that on March 21, 1949, Mr. CHARLES 
E. ORANGEY had phoned his office advising that inveatigatlon of the 
Hadacol Company be expedited as soon as possible. 


In a letter dated August 1, 1949. to W. T. KEUET, General 
Counsel, Federal Trade Cosnlssion, LE BLANC stated that he had been 
informed the CowkLssion might issue a complaint. He also stated he 
had discontinued the type of advertising complained of, had tonad 
down bad advertising and as a result his business was way off. He 
also statsd "I don't know whethar it la proper for me to write you 
these things but I consider you one of wf personal friends and you 
are such a kind and generous parson that I have taken the liberty 
of appealing to you and I hope that you will aft fatal t your 
associates to do as any ham. I «dii sppr wlit s Mgfthlsg WE ft* 
do for as and if it is not proper for ms to have la , 

then I want to apologias". 
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The files indicate that on September 18, 1950» * con¬ 
ference was held in Washington between WUULAK B. SNOW, JR., Chief, 
Division of Stipulation, and DUDLEY LE BLANC. 

The files contain a letter dated February 14, 1951) to 
DUDLEY LE BLANC from J. ROBERT VKNDKL, Attorney, Division of Stipu^ 
lation, setting forth numerous violations fay the Le Blanc Corporation 
of the stipulation. The Le Blanc Corporation in this letter is 
requested to submit a complete and satisfactory report of compliance 
without further delay. 

The file contains numerous letters from advertising 
agencies, medical groups, pharmaceutical groups and buainess con¬ 
sultants complaining of the type of advertising being used to pro* 
mote and sell Hadacol, 

The file contains a telegram from LE BLANC in JAjj OTBRTOM 
requesting an appointment on May 10, 1951# and gash appointmenT**! 
confirmed by HORTON on Msy 2, 1951. In a letter dated Hay 14, 1951, 
to the CoeBisaion, LE BLANC refers to the above conference regarding 
his current advertising policies and sets forth his attempts to 
comply with the stipulation. 

In a letter dated August 24) 1951) LE BLANC advised that 
he had sold his compary. 


The file reflects that on August 23, 1949) the Federal 
Trade Commission referred the matter of the Le Blanc Corporation 
to the Bureau of Stipulations for negotiations of settlement by 
means of a voluntary written agreement. On August 17> 1950, a 
stipulation tendered by IE BLANC was approved by the Commission 
and the Comniseion advised that they were considering the matter 
dosed, but subject to s re-opening by them. In this stipulation 
LE BLANC agreed to refrain from certain false and misleading 
advertising. 


On September 26, 1951) the Commission advised LE BLANC 
that it had set aside the stipulation and waa re-opening this entire 
matter. 


9 l 1 
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Federal Trade Commission file 5925-4-2-1 entitled 
Application for Complaint vs. Happy Day Company, et al - CorTeepondaece, 
etc. was reviewed by Special Agent ROBERT N. NINGA-lD on Noveaber 21, 

1952. This file contained correspondence concerning the Hadaool ease 
bat did not contain any correspondence or record of conference* be tw een 
the Commission and the Hadacol Coop any. 

This file contained a letter dated August 6, 1946, from 
Congressman JAMES D0M8HC2AUX of the Third District of the State of 
Louisiana, in which he coaplained to JAMES HORTON, Chief Examiner, 

Federal Trade Commission, regarding the false advertising of the 
Hadacol Company. On January 6, 1947, Congressman DCMENGEAOI again 
complained regarding false advertising of the Hadacol Co^aiqr to 
WILLIAM B. LOTT, Director of the Hew Orleans Field Office, red at wnio* 
time he requested that the Federal Trade Commission take same action 
against DUDLEY LE BLANC. The file contained a memorandum by WTT 
dated August 27, 1947, in ifcich he advised that Congressman DOHBIGSAUI 
again complained to him regarding the false advertising by the Hadacol 
Company. The file reflected that on September 2, 1947, Congressman 
D0MENG2AUX complained bitterly to Ml. J. TOMPKINS, attorney, regarding 
failure of the Federal Trade Commission to take any affirmative act!cm 
against LE BLANC. On this occasion Congressman D0M9QS4UX furnished 
recordings of the false advertising made by LE BLANC in oejun French em 
the radio. He stated that the broadcast of this false advertising 
furnished interstate to people of Texas, Louisiana md Mississippi* 

The fils reflected that en September 9, 1947, Congressman 
DOMUKKIUI again oomplalned to the Mcwiflrti—■ flaM Office comoarm in g 
this false advertising and requested tg*i the 6 m*4*mion immediately 
Initiate a full and complete investigation lot* the La Blanc- Corpus 

The file reflected that on Septamhcr 10, 1947, in * 

W. B. LOTT from JOSEPH *. I’OWBIS, Chief Examiner, the Jomnu r-• % «>n ted 
ordered a complete investigation by the New Orleans Fir’ll rr vmte 
the false advertising b> l.k HUNfi. The file contain.-r. ’.•••tar to 

LOTT dated May 5* 1948, fr.m» imwkks requesting that tr.i v-» > 
office inform the Commission t.> when their invest-.*.*. • '• '» ♦•hxa 
matter would be lt».» ril<> o>ui(«ined u 

May in, lvl»n t in which l.i'Tr a.wtm'.l umI the .nNed 
null'll*! llu»ir Investigation *u.l •( whl.'l* h. ». .• > -»■ ’♦h* 

a oomplaint be issued and atated ho «Ibo . ^oomW%hHt4MM 

of Mr, WILSON, attorney, in that the it*' 4iS 


i\ »H Mi 
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privilege of entering into a stipulation, as such a stipulation would 
■erely be used by the respondent to unduly delay the C omission in 
disposing of this Batter. This letter mas addressed to JOSEPH V. 

POKERS, Chief Btaainer, Federal Trade Coaaiasion. In this letter 
LOTT pointed out that the investigation had reflected several political 
ramifications, inasmuch as it mas apparent that all of the interest 
by Congressman DOMENGEAUI had taken place prior to the election for 
Oovernar for the State of Louisiana. He stated that this election 
had been held in the Fall of 19J*7 and that Cong re a scan DOMENGEAUI 
had supported SAM JONES and that DUDLEY LE BLANC had been s right-band 
aan in the campaign of BA.RL LONG. He stated that after the election 
in which Mr. LONG mas elected Congressman DOMBiGEAUX had takwi no 
interest in the Federal Trade Coamiasion'a investigation of the Hadacol 
Company. He pointed out that the aaae applied to the Louisiana Food 
and Drug Administration, which administration had been atna| in taeir 
desires for the Federal Trade CoaBiasion to force Sana action an DUDLEY 
LE BLANC. He pointed out that after the election tne Food and Drug 
Adniniatratian had made no further complaints regarding false advertising 
by the Hadacol Company. 

The file contained a letter dated May 2$, 1950, to JAMES L 
MEAD, Chairman, Federal Trade Coasission, froa Senator J. V. FUL32IMT* 
in Mtioh Senator FULBRIGHT requested to be advised if tho Federal T r ade 
CoaBiasion mas investigating the Hadacol Company. M*« 1SAD by latter 
dated Mgr 26, 1950, advised Senator FULBfUGHT that the Ceaaission had 
completed a full Investigation) however, no final determination had 
bean made in this case* 


The file oontainmd s latter inked Asm 1), 1550, from Sm s» s r 
FULBRIOHT to Mr* MEAD requesting that he (least or FHJIiGHT'i he advised 
whan the Commission had ooaiplsted its revlev gf the facts in the B»A**el 
ease. By letter dated August 22, 1950, Senator FTttBRTGH? •** 
that the Coaiuiisslon had accepted the signed agreement that the rndnr 
Btthode of competition of th^ le plane Corporation mould !'»' .v.«o.vitAei»ad 
Kith the under standing t.hut such acceptance of this agre**v>.-t 
Coamdsaloo mas without i»rnju.lio«» in the right of the ts 

reopen the case at any liar. Tim letter mas signed b» 

Secretary of the Coned bsKmi. 

n»o fl io contaiuo.t l<iHiii'< ■iiw.'. •.»••• -\ >.'* o*t Ihs 

Le BUu>- Corporation did not abi>lt> ly tlio *i M yr B »\. . • • " sa nti i e e d 

their false advertising* The file oont.i. %^.-.;aiv*Aa ageiaet 
the lartaool ny Md their falsa «dv»i u • t<l|. Hill *.'••»> lie (NA ill 

aeaUaaa of the Qsdtsd States. - 
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Appropriate etipul&tion." 

By mono for the Chief, Radio end F 


d j aiwwj lur bii« n«o4V 

Oiyiflon, dated March 14, 1947. BtRSJTMAM DAY^ 


Review of Federal Trade Commission files, their 19 

number 1 - 209814.-1 and 5925-4-1, entitled "Application'ifor I J 

Comnlaint vs. Happy Day Coranr.nr, et al, r waa made by Special 9 
Apent WIIJjTAX 3. HI.';GINS November 21, 1952. IJ 

It was noted that a final report submitted by 19 

CHARLES J. CONNOLLY, Attorney, dated February 4# 1947* I 

entitled "In the Matter Happy Day Company, Inc. 4 . a 11 

Corporation and .t »r Tn^.M,.*n yt ttl 

Louisiana, Advertisers - Vendors,^ disclosed that^jjfce applicant!! 
in this complaint was L. WEINSTEM, MS., 3 ecreta*Tf 4 Treasurer,M 
St. Martin Parish Medical Association Breaux Bridge,. 

Louisiana, and that respondents were charged witl* •Alleged 
false and misleading advertising in connection witli the sale 
of the preparation designated 'Hadacol.'" I* 

Under heading "Statement of Frets" it waa noted 
that this matter was referred to the Commission by a 
letter of complaint dated January 4, 1945# from Dr. 

WEINSTEIN who "...by implication objected to the advertising 
by Happy Day Company as disseminated thro ugh ^rddio Atation P 

KVOL, Lafayette, Louisiana." \ > | 

This report furthar reflatedMUAP^by letter 
dated August 6, 1946, Congressman JAMfts DOMBM GEAU X (La.) 
complained of the advertising practices of the Happy Day 
Company, but stated in a conference with ah attorney 
Examiner JOHN B. WILSON, that he did not want to bo named 
as a complaintant..." 

It was noted that under the caption "Conclusion* 
the report reflected "...it is concluded that the Mappv 
Day Company and DUDLEY J. LEBLANC have* teaued in praetlope 
vdiich are violative of the Federal Tr im SpwnlsslQn 

• v‘ 

It was further noted1&*t CdflfrpfcLY re 0 y m&M H 
•that the files in this **tt<V be to thlMM^IWK 





r 
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■/ . - - r* *• '-'"jr-*' 


wro 58-417 

WCH:JAG 


ADMINISTRATIVE PAGE 


recommended supplemental investigation and that he believed 
that instant case was not yet ready for stipulation. 

By memo for the Commissioner dated June IP, 191*7, 

!)• B. GALT IN G, Chief, Radio and Political Division, recommend** 
the cash bu referred to the Director, Division of Stipulations, 
for negotiation of stipulation after file was first referred 
to the Food, Drug ani Cosmetic Committee concerning advertising 
re Happy Day Headache Powders. 

It Is to be noted that this memo reflects 
"approved J.A.H." (This probably refers to JAKES A. HORTOU, 
Director, office of Legal Investigation). 

By form letter dated August 13, 1947.* file 1-20984 
was assigned to Commissioner EDWIN L, DAVIS, 

By memo for the Commissioner dated August 19, 1947, 
Commissioner DAVIS reconmended "This file be referred to the 
Division of Stipulations for the purpose of negotiating 
a stipulation with respondents. I recommend, however, that 
the actual negotiation be held in abeyance by that division 
until the Commission has adopted a policy on tfce afflraatlve 
disclosures in cases involving preparation* containing Strugs 
which may be potentially injurious.* 

By mgpo for the Chief Examiner dated September 4, 

1947, -(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) _, Director, Office of Legal Investigations,I 

advised that "he forwarded a telegram from Congressman JAMES 
DOMINGEAUX of Lafayette, Louisiana, in vhich he requests that 
consideration be given to the alleged misrepresentations by 
the Happy Day Company in the advertising and sale of Its 
goods..." 


HORTON advised the Chief Examiner that he hjk& dnfoxwe4 
Congressman DOMENGEAUX that the New Orleans 
consider the matter and requested the Chief 
thie matter be immediately forwarded to Hr ___ ^ , 

instructions to broaden the investigation to inolude the 
1 ftaotlces presented by Congress DONENGEAJFX, . ^ 


ir that he n*« 4n 
is Office. lOfeS 


-13 - 


qQ$- 


\ 










Bv memo for the Commission dated September 8, 19U-7, 
(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) f Director, Office of Legal Investigations, 
recommended "...file be withdrawn from Division of 
Stipulations and referred to this office far complete 
field investigation end reported to the Commission." 
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It is to be noted that this memorandum showed the following approval! "9/9/U7, 
no objection. R. B. MOREHOUSE, Director, Division of Stipulations•* 

Or. }!*}' 7, 19L ?, B. WILSON, Attorney, New Orleans, Louisiana, 

filed a Supplemental Pinal Report as an application for the issuance of a 
complaint, charging false and misleading advertising of drugs in violation of 
Sections 5 and 12 of the Federal Trade Commission Act, He further recanaiended 
against giving respondents privilege of renegotiating a stipulation. 

By memorandum for the Commission dated June 30, 191*8, JOSEPH A. 
POWERS, Chief Examiner, recommended that above complaint be issued. This 
memorandum reflected the following! "Approved. JAH." 

By memorandum for Attorney D. C. DANIEL dated August 10, 191*3, 

W. M. KING, Assistant Chimf Trial Counsel, advised DANIEL that case had 
been assigned to him. 

By memorandum for the file dated September 15, 191*3, JOHN B, 

WILSON, Attorney, New Orleans, Louisiana, advised that he had conferred 
with D. C. DANIEL and others and that Attorney DANIEL believed there was 
sufficient information to justify immediate issuance of a complaint and 
trial but that Ur* DANIEL desired some additional information first end 
that, upon receipt of this nerw information, Mr. DANIEL believed "he will 
have an ironclad case*" 

By memorandum for the Commission dated September 17, 191*8, 

DANIEL J. MURFHT, Chief of Trial Division, advised that hie office- 
concurred in that a complaint be issued but that, inasmuch as the Happy 
Day Company, Inc., changed ita name to LeBlanc Laboratories, Inc., the 
respondents named in the complaint should be appropriately amended. 

By memorandum for the Chief Examiner dated September 27, 19i*8, 

JOHN B. WILSON, Attorney, New Orleans, Louisiana, advised that it was his 
opinion "the information which has been requested by Assistant Chief Trial 
Counsel KING, and which was outlined in the Chief Examiner's letter, has 
been obtained. . ," "... It is recommended, therefore, that this material 

be added to the file end referred to the Chief Trial Counsel for appropriate 
consideration." 
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By memorandum for the Commission dated September 30, 19L8, EDMIN 
L. DAVIS, Gonmlssloner, considered it inadvisable to issue a complaint, 
pending the receipt of a letter from LeBLANC, as previously agreed, advising 
the Commission what he proposed to do regarding changing his advertising 
practice and settling this matter# 

By memorandum for the CcaalssiotL dat/srt Novnno?r U, 191|8, Commissioner 
DAVIS st^te*? the*, respondent? had "... employed a nee advertising agent who 
et&tei, trial he took tne account with the definite understanding that respondent^ 
would eliminate all objectionable features from the advertising." 

Commissioner DAVIS further stated that respondents had "apparently 
employed a medical consultant, a (b) (6) , to advise tnem on advertising*" 

Continuing, Commissioner DAVIS advised that respondents "request the Commissiot 
not to issue a complaint because corrective action is being taken by the 
respondent," 

Commissioner DAVIS further stated that "the matter is sutmitted 
to the Commission for consideration as to whether or not a complaint should 
issue at this time or whether the matter should be held in abeyance for 
approximately 90 days with the direction that at the end of such period the 
Bureau of Legal Investigations ascertain whether or not respondents have 
actually discontinued the false advertising heretofore used, and if so, 
whether or not the new advertising contains false representation." 

By memorandum dated November 10, 1918, 0, B. JOHNSON, Secretary 
of the Commission, advised that the matter had been placed on the muapense 
calendar for approximately 90 dayw by direction of the Comoisslam* 

By memorandum dated February L, 19L9, DANIEL J. MURFHT, Chief 
of Trial Division, advised Attorney CHARLES S. COX that tnis case had been 
reassigned to him. 

By memorandum for the Chief Examiner dated February 9, 1919» 

JOSEPH V. SHEA, Attorney, had file removed from suspense in compliance 
with Connissloner's previous directive. 

By memorandum for the Commission dated July 7, I9ii9, JOSEPH Ml, 

POWERS, Chief Examiner, advised that "since respondent* ©bviounly intend 
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to continue the use of false and misleading claims and representatiaa in 
connection with the sale of their product, it is recommended thet a ooaplalnt 
issue against proposed respondents charging then with violation of the 
Federal Trade Cosrnlssion Aot. . ." 


Tnis reeaorandira reflected? r Approved♦ JAH." 


By memorandum for the Commission dated August 22, 19L9, DANIEL 
J. MURPHT, Chief of Trial Division, advised that, based on a rw-etudy of 
the files and further consideration of the facts, the privilege of stipu¬ 
lation should be extended respondents herein they agree to cease and 
desist from objectionable advertising rather than issuing a ooaplalnt 
against them. 


By memorandum for the Comaiseion dated April 11, 1950, P. B. 
MOREHOUSE, Director, Bureau of Stipulations, advised thet the Comission 
oo August 23, 191*9, had referred the case to him with instructions to 
negotiate for s stipulation and to report to the Commission. 


He also advised, "On March 29, 1950, Mr. DUDLEY J. LeBLANC aad 
Mr. RICHARD L. GROWN, Executive Vice President of the Corporation, signed 
an agreement whioh is sutmitted to the Ca^ission herewith. At this time, 
Mr. LeBLANC advised that the Corporation had retained Honorable ROEERT E. 
FROR as oounael." 


By memorandum for Commissioner AIRES dated May 9, 1950, from 
JOSEPH V. POSERS, Chief Examiner, end by memorandum from Commies lamer AIRES 
feted May 18, 1950, recommendations were advanced not to accept aad approve 
the oost amp la ted stipulation. 


He further advised "the inhibitions hereinbefore recited cover 
ell of the claims in the new advertising which, la ay opinion, are false 
end misleading. The inhibitions are supported by recitals of fact, and 
it is reoammanded that this proposed agreement be approved and that the file 
be closed with 1 m privilege to the right of the Commission to reopen the 
same if end when warranted by the facte." 


By fora letter dated April 13, 1950, this case was assigned to 
CoMilssioner AIRES. 






This memorandum also reflected that JAKES HORTON concurred la 
VENDEL's conclusion but that WILLIAM B. SNCW, Jr*, disagreed* 
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By memorandum dated May 19, 1950, D. C. DANIEL, Coralsaion 
Secretary, advised the stipulation executed by responcents was not 
approved by the C amission and that the case was to be referred to the 
Director of the Bureau of Stipulations for further negotiation# 

By nemorundut. ior the Commission dated July U, 1950, HHlAIi 
B. SHOW, Jr#, Chief, Division of Stipulations (and approved by JAMES A* 
HORTON, Director, Bureau of Industry Cooperation), recommended that the 
amended stipulation should be approved and file closed without prejudice 
to the right of the Commission to reopen the same if and when warranted 
by the facts# 

By memorandum for the Commission dated August 7, 1950, Commis¬ 
sioner AYRES recommended stipulation be approved and file closed without 
prejudice# 

It was noted that the file contained a copy of the stipulation 
entitled "Stipulation as to the Facts and Arreement to Cease and Desist," 
No# 803k, which was signed on July 7, 1950, by DUDLEY LE BIANC and 
approved by the Federal Trade Commission on August 17, 1950* 

By memorandum dated August 17, 1950, Commission Secretary 
D# C# DANIEL advised that Stipulation Mo# 803k had been approved and 
accepted and that this case was closed without prejudice to the right 
of the Coamdssion to reopen the same if and when warranted by the facts# 

By memorandum for the Commission dated July 20,-1951, WILLIAM 
B. SNOfa, Jr#, Chief, Division of Stipulations, recommended issuance of 
formal complaint inasmuch as respondent had not revised his advertising 
in full confondty witn tne stipulation* 

By memorandum for the COMission dated July 20, 1951, J# ROHR? 
VENDEL, Attorney-Conferee, Division of Stipulations, advised that he 
believed respondents were complying with the stipulation* 


By form letter dated August 17, 1951, case was assigned to 
C«m 1 sal oner STEPHEN J* SP INDARN# By memorandum for the Coniesiea 
dated August 29, 1951, Commissioner SPINGARN recommended, "I mere theft 




best copy available 


AEUNIKEATWE 


this matter be referred to the Director, Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practice, 
for drafting of an appropriate complaint covering the practices herein 
from 19U5 to date, and that such draft of complaint oe submitted 
expeditiously and within one week. • •" 


Fy memorandum dated August 31# 1551/ PASTEL ir-S'zJL, Chief, 
Division of Litiratic.r, adiiscr. Attorney JOSEPH CALIA'itAY case was reussi 
to din. 


It was noted that the last page of instant file contained a 
notation reflecting that a complaint had been issued on September 26 
1551# Docket No. 5925, and bearing the initials "H.B.K." 
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ADMINISTRATIVE 


One copy of this report le being sent to the New Orleans Office 
for information, Inasmuch as additional investigation may be requested 
in the Rev Orlesns aree. 


LEADS 


WASHINGTON FELD OFFICE 


at Washington, d. c. 

Will await core rage of leads preeently outstanding in 
auxiliary offices. 


REFERENCE: Report of Special Agent LAWRENCE J. FRANK, JR., 

dated November 14, 1952, at New Orleans, Louisiana. 
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Office Memorandum • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


FKOM : 
SUBJECT: 


Hr, Tolson 
L, ?. :> icho. 


dath: November ±6, 1552 


Ik ' 

l.S 


For record purposes, Hr, James l', tfeAd, Chairman, 
Federal Trade Commission, at 4:15 p,m, ye sterdaff called and 
talked to Hr, tick in my office. He made reference to his 
November 1952 , conversation Pit* Crest* in my office 

conccrrxt^ certain ospccts of the "Hadacol" bankruptcy case, 

Ur, James a, Horton, Director of the Bureau of Industry . 
Cooperation of ihe Federal Trade Commission, is involved A 1 

By way of background, all facts in the case involvi 
the Federal Trade Commission employee, (b) (6), (b) were forwarded 
to the Attorney General by memorandum date<f t Oa*phe r 26, 1952, 
fpapt i one d &Le*Blanc Corporation, Dudley J, Leblanc; .(b) (6), (b) (7) 
(1(b)(6) ; Unknown Subject - Bribery," The Attorney General was 

told we were instituting investigation into the possible paymen 
m^Le Blanc to (b)(7)(C) and other unnamed officials of the Fede 
Trade Commission, 

Hr, Head’s purpose in calling yesterday was to state 
that Special Agent William C, Higgins (A), of the Washington 
Field Office, had been to see him, Head had furnished Higgins 
with, he said , considerable material and he now finds he has 
other data which he believes should be made a matter of r»r> n r-A 
in this case. 


ACTION TAKEN: 

Arrangements were made by Tick through ASAC Fletcher 
of the Washington Field OfAice for Special Agent Higgins to 
contact Hr, Head at the FeiefoA Trade Commission at 2:30 p, m, 
today, ~r. Head was so advisee expressed his appreciation, 

CC - Hr, kosen 

Rik: d tm 
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Chair.aan JjUiS VI^aD, FTC, furnished ..'rU 
with copies of two memoranda prepared at 
His direction setting forth a history nar¬ 
rative and a legal record of the iiadacol 
Case. Chaiman KEkD advised he had assigned 
JOHN onoS to investigate allegations in 
LeBlanc deposition regarding FTC officials 
and would furnish FBI a copy of BASS' report. 




- p - 


DSTnlLo: AT inSHLNGTuK. D. C. 


On November 26, 1952, the writer contacted J.-ul»5 H. MEAD, 
Chairman, Federal Trade Coomiesion, at the latter's request, who, 
in the presence of Hr, JOHN WHEELOCK, Legal Advisor to the Chairman, 
advised that in the interest of further clarification in this case, 
h* had instructed his department to prepare a "History Narrative" 
and a "Legal Record of Case" concerning the relationship between 
Hadaeol and the Federal Trade Coaadsalon from the inception of this 
relationship up to and including the preaent date. 

Chairman MEAD furnished the writer with the original 

copies of these two memoranda. ■ 

1 

The memorandum entitled in pencil "History Narrative" 
and which is undated and unsigned reads as follows; 


CJfnf- 


oorn or this ntrorr 

'3 i- Bureau 

- Mew Orleans (53-91) (Info) 


. • **‘ N / 

- Birmingham (Info) ^ ^ A 

WMhlngton Field (5^417^ g ^ %g (X$ * " iO 
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SE 41 


RECOROE! 


INOtXEl 


1 IS IM CeSMMlTUl 


iee in CMTUTi m iomio 10 *w ■> rw r« «<o ui mt n * Mraiwne < 
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'HISTORY KA.uUTH.li 


"In re: .-iadaccl 
Inforral FiLe Nc. 1-20981* 
Docket Ho. 5925 


"The original respondents^ this .-natter were the LePlar.c 
Laboratories, inc., JUDLCY J^TeBL/iKC. :(b) (7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) irftno had their piace of business in Lafayette, Louisiana. 
These parties were originally selling a number cf medicinal preparatL 
in the swamp country of Louisiana. Host of the advertising wa3 in 
Cajun French addressed to the French speaking people in that region. 
These parties sold a preparation designated *Haaacol' and other 
products designated 'Kin-So-Late' (an ointment for external applicat; 
'Dixie Dew Cough Syrup*, 'Happy Day Aspirin', Dr. Day Root Beer 
Concentrate' and 'Happy Day Headache Powders.' 

"The Comnission investigated the sale and advertising of these 
preparations and f;und that most of the sales were within the State 
of Louisiana, but because the local newspapers circulated across the 
lines of the adjoining states, and the advertising over the local 
radio stations was heard by persons residing in other states, the 
Commission had jurisdiction ever the parties, 

"The Commission had some difficulty translating the advertis? 
from the Cajun French to English. Ordinarily the Coamission does 
taka jurisdiction over local matters even though there is technical 
jurisdiction unless the advertisements are rather flagrant. The 
advertisements disseminated by these parties appeared to be flaf 
false* 

"Pursuant to the investigation, files were referred to the old 
bureau cf Litigation of the Commission in July of 1943 for the 
drafting of a complaint charging the perties with the dissemination, j 
of false advertisements. A draft of complaint was prepared in 
September of 1943 and submitted to the Commission, (chairman HEAD 
had underlined the words September of 1948 and had inserted in the 
margin alongside the notation 'MEAD was not on the F.T.C. in 194d')J 
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In the meantime nifn iJT LeM^ANC w ho controlled the activities of 
the corporation and who apparently was a dynamic and flamboyant 
figure and who has referred to himself in a booklet as ' author, 
statesman, and humanitarian'j and as 'a profound scholar and 
student' and the 'creator 1 of Hadacol, knowing that the utter 
was under investigation, came to Washington and conferred with 
officials of the Commission* e Bureau of Litigation. This was in 
the fall of 1948 before the Commission acted on the recommendation 
that complaint issue. 

"Mr. LeBLAi-.C informed the Buxeau of Litigation that he had 
employed a new advertising agent who would only take the account with 
the definite understanding that all objectionable advertising would 
be eliminated by LeBLANC and his corporation. Mr. LeBLaNC also in- 
formed the representatives of the Commission that he was retaining 
a medical consultant and would abide by the judgment of this expert 
on matters relative to advertising. As at that time the sales of 
these parties were only local in the Louisiana region and as Mr. 
LeBLANC had promised, presumably in good faith, to eliminate all ’■ 
objectionable advertising and be guided by advertising and medical 
exports, the Conmission did not dees it necessary to issue a com¬ 
plaint at that tir.e. If a complaint had been issued charging that 
the advertisements formerly used by these parties were false and 
if in the meantime the parties were to use a new and different 
advertising approach, a trial of the old advertising m^y have been ' 
a useless expenditure of public funds. The Commission at that ti 
therefore, took LeBLANC's good faith assurances that he would not 
advertise Hadacol falsely. By that time the parties had discontl 
selling the other preparations mentioned above and confined their 
activities to the sale of Hadacol. 

"LeBLANC thereafter apparently used a new advertising approai 
that i3, to play up the minerals and vitaiir.s in Hadacol and to : 
it as a vitamin and mineral supplement. The Commission directed i 
the matter be placed on suspense for 90 days and that thereafter a 
check be made to ascertain whether or not LeHLANC and his assooin 4 
were actually complying with their promises to the Commission. 

"In the meantime, LeBLANC and associates initiated a greatly v 
expanded advertising program. They enlisted Hollywood actors and . 
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pushed their advertising campaign into various sections of the 
country* In the meantime, the Commission was again investigating 
LeBLAfIC's advertising practices* Apparently LeBLANC would hire 
one advertising agent and for soma reason discharge him and there¬ 
after he would hire another advertising agent. During the next 
few months, LeEIAJ.C apparently employed 3 cr 4 different advertising 
agencies at different times* 

"As stated above, LeBLAN'C and associates were now using the 
\dtamin-rcineral approach but according to the reports by the Com¬ 
mission's medical experts LeBL»iiC and associates were still dis¬ 
seminating false advertisements relative to Hadacol. For iliustra- 
tion, lack of energy and psp may be die to a vitamin or mineral 
deficiency, but it may also be due to aary other causes. The use 
of Hadacol may help one who has a run-down condition if such con¬ 
dition is due to a vitamin-mineral deficiency* An advertisement 
for Haaacol would be false if it unqualifiedly represented that it 
would cure a person having a run-down condition* In addition, 

LeBLAiNC and associates were using testimonials from users of Hadacol 
who made claims for Hadacol which the medical experts stated were 
net scientifically accurate, 

"In August of 1949, tnerefore, the Commission referred the | 
matter to the Bureau of Stipulations for the purpose of negotiating 
with LeBLANC and associates for a stipulation pursuant to which thep 
parties would agree to discontinue disseminating the false advertis 
(Chairman MLaB had underlined In August of 1949 and had inserted in 
the oargi .1 alongside the notation 'MEAD not a member of F.T.C.') 
Stipulation negotiations were conducted and the parties executed a 
stipulation to discontinue certain misrepresentations* This stip\»- 
lation was not satisfactory to the Coanission because it did not go • 
far enough and it was returned to the Bureau of £ipulations with 
instructions to negotiate a broader and more effective stipulation* - 
Subsequently a more effective stipulation was executed by the parti 
and this stipulation was approved tgr the Comaisaion in August of 19 
(It was again noted that Chairman MEAh had. underlined August of 1950 
and had inserted in the margin alongside the notation 'MEAD now on 
the F.T.C') The Commission at that time, however, having in mind 
its past experiences with Mr. BLANC, directed the Bureau of Stiptt* 
lations in obtaining compliance with that stipulation to reach the 
broadest aspects cf respondents' advertising. < 
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"Pursuant to the terns of the stipulation, a respondent has cx 
days in which to submit a report of compliance. After this stipu¬ 
lation was approved by the Conmission, there was initiated by the 
Division of Stipulations conferences with LeBLANC and associates 
for the purpose of obtaining compliance with the stipulation. These 
attempts at obtaining compliance were made very difficult because of 
the tempestuous characteristics of Mr. LeBLANC. He would submit 
advertising data and the Division of Stipulations would point out 
certain material in the advertising which could not be accepted. 

Mr. LeBLAliC or his associates would agree to strike those particular 
statements from the advertising and thereafter he would be reauested 
to submit samples of the revised advertising material. When the new 
material was received it would be found that it also contained 
objectionable statements. The most difficult point was the testi¬ 
monials. Apparently people would use Hadacol and would actually 
believe that the preparation would cure them of a particular trouble 
or would reduce or relieve the symptoms. LeBIANC claimed that ha was 
entitled to print these testimonials. It was again and again pointed 
out to him that testimonials used in advertising must be considered 
as ary other representations used in advertising and must be in 
accord with medical facts. 

"During the course of these conferences with LeBLANC and 
associates it became obvious that the only effective way to bring 
about a cessation of the objectionable advertising was to issue a 
complaint and if the allegations of the compliant were sustained by 
the evidence then issue a binding and effective order to cease and 
desist with teeth in it. 

"Therefore, in August of 1951 the Commission directed the 
expeditious preparation of a complaint and in September of 1951 the 
complaint was issued and served. (It was also noted that Chairman 
MEAD had underlined in August of 1951 and had inserted in the margin 
alongside 'MEAD on the Comsiission.') At approximately that time 
bankruptcy proceedings were instituted against the corporation and 
the assets of the corporation were in the control cf the trustee 
in bankruptcy. Due to this situation the case was not immediately 
tried because of the uncertainty of the parties, that is, the assets 
of the company might be purchased fcy some other parties and the deair 
of the trustee in bankruptcy to secure new capital and to have the 
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persons supplying new capital to participate in any answer that 
might be filed to the Commission's complaint. 


"In the meantime it was ascertained that no advertisements 
were being disseminated inconsistent with the allegations of the 
Coiunission's complaint. 


"In summary, Hadacol was originally what might be referred to 
as a 'bath tub' preparation sold to the Cajun French in the swamp 
country of Louisiana and vicinity. The advertising was local and 
the sales were local but in view of the flagrant misrepresentations 
made in the advertising, the Commission conducted an investigation 
and considered issuing a complaint. Mr. LeBLANC came to Washington 
and stated that he was revising his advertising approach and was 
obtaining expert medical advice and would not advertise falsely in 
the future. The Commission, having no reason to believe to the 
contrary, accepted his statements in gcod faith and gave him the 
opportunity to clean up his advertising practices. LeBLANC did 
change his advertising approach but in some manner and much to 
the amazement of all concerned, obtained almost unlimited funds 
for advertising purposes and began to push his preparation as that 
of a vitamin-mineral supplement. 


"The Coaoission, in due course, investigated his new advertisi^ 
practices and on the basis of scientific opinion, accepted a stipu ¬ 
lation to cease and desist. The Commission had difficulty obtaining 
compliance with thi3 stipulation and thereafter issued its couplaiofc 
The only unusual feature in the record in this matter la the ^ 
character DUDLEY LeBLANC and the fact that he was Able to obtain ..d 
sufficient funds to finance the spectacular advertising g* e 
for Hadacol," 


The "Legal Record of Case" (ca ptioned in pencil) is a 
memorandum for Chairman MEAD from DANIEL J. MURPHY, Chief, Division of 
Litigation, dated November 25, 1952, and which reads as follows: 




LEGAL 


History file, pages 1 through 32-5, Docketed 
as application for complaint after investigation 
beginning with letter from L. '..’EINSTEIN on January 8, 
1945, with recommendation that the matter be re¬ 
ferred for stipulation. Included with Hadacol in 
the investigation was Happy Day headache powders 
and other preparations put out by the same concern 
and the reoooaendation was that the stipulation be 
delayed until the Commission had adopted a policy 
in regard to affirmative disclosures which would 
affect stipulation in regard to the headache 
powders. One of the applicants for complaint was a 
Congressman from Louisiana. 

Above 

History file, page 36. /recommendation adopted 
after approval ty Commissioner DAVIS to whosi it had 
been referred* 


"MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN MEAD: 


"In re: LeBlanc Corporation, et al. 
Docket No. 5925. 


" DATE 

"8/13/47 


"Originally Hadacol, the preparation involved, was sold by 
the Happy Day Co., of which DUDLEY J. LeBLANC was President. 
The name of the company was changed several times, but DUDLEY 
J. LeBLANC was the head of the concern at all times until 
control of it was sold in the Fall of 1951, as will be shown 
below: 


"8/21/47 


"In accordance with your recent request, following is a 
chronological history of this case. 
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Applicant file, page 13. Telegram from 
Louisiana Congressman requesting that investigation 
be enlarged to include 'free goods' in respondent's 
advertwhich was done as shown by memorandum 
or JAS. ArHORTQN, Director of Legal Investigation, 
History Ille, page 43, and action of the Commission 
History file, page 45. 


ilemorandum from Dr. D'JF_tc-TT, Chief, Medical 
Advisory Division, advising that new foraula sut>- 
mitted for Hadacol did not justify the advertising 
History file, page 55. 


Supplemental final report of Attorney JOHN B. 
WILSON, recommending complaint against the Happy Day 
Co., Inc., a corporation, and DUDLEY J. LeBULNC, an 
individual, and as President of the corporation. 

This report states that in view of the exaggerated 
character of the representations in the French language, 
it is not recommended that the respondents be given 
the privilege of negotiating a stipulation. History 
file, page 61. The earlier advertising of this 
preparation consisted in part of radio talks by 
DUDLEY J. LeBLANC given in the French language and 
directed largely to the French-speaking people of 
Louisiana. 


Histoiy fils, pegs 77. Memorandum for the 
C(Mission by JOSEPH W. POWERS, Chief tssmUsr, re¬ 
viewing the facts in the caso to that dato gaining 
attention to the patently false advertising for 
Hadacol which included representations of cure for 
ulcers, cancer, blood-poisoning, paralysis, 
epileptic fits, heart trouble, diabetes and many 
other serious diseases. 


S/10/48 


Referred to Attorney D. C. DANIEL for preparation 
and complaint. 

Menorandia to the Comission. Histoiy fils, 
page 192, shows that supplemental investigation had 


9A7/AS 






WFO 58-417 


been made which revealed among other things, that 
the name of the Happy Day Co,, Inc., was changed 
to LeBlanc Laboratories, Inc* 


9/27/4 B 


History file, page 107. Memorandum by Attorney 
JOHN G. WILSON shows that the supplemental investiga¬ 
tion revealed the greater proportion of the advertise¬ 
ments to be in the form of testimonials or excerpts 
from testimonials in which the ’Sufferers' from 
various ailments have attributed their recovery to 
Hadacol. 


9/30/48 


History file, page 108. Memorandum by Coamissionej 
DAVIS calling attention to the fact that the Individual 
respondent was a member of the State Senate of Louisian 
and prominent in the dominant political organisation in 
that State; that the principal applicant was a Lousi- 
ana Congressman who was &r anti-organization man and 
that there was a political angle to the controversy* 
Commissioner DAVIS further calls attention to the fact 
that there had been several conferences, both person 
ally and by telephone between the Individual respondent 
and members of the Commission's staff and that the 
principal respondent had indicated at a conference 
on September 28, 1948, that he aeeired to change his 
advertising practicea and settle this matter* The 
principal respondent, DUDLEY J. Le BLANC, had been 
advised to submit a letter to the Coomiaaion stating 
what he proposed. Coasissioaer DAVIS states in the 
memorandum that it does not appear advisable to issue . 
complaint until the letter had been received* He 
recoosaended that the file be returned to the Bureau 
of Litigation with direction to make a further re¬ 
port to the Cossniseion in the light of respondent's 
proposed letter* 


10/1/48 


This action was taken by the Connission 
History file page 110* 
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10/12/48 


iieport of supplemental invsstigation tjy JOSEPH 
W. POWERS, Chief Examiner, showed that the respondaot 
corporation did not own a laboratory and that the 
use of the word Laboratories in the corporate name, 
'LeBlanc Laboratories 1 was in violation of the 
Federal Trade Commission Act and recommending that 
this be an additional charge included in the coo- 
plaint. History file, page 111, 


10/13/4 8 


Memorandum for the Commission by D«MEL J. 
r?JhP!ff, Chief of Trial Division, History file, page 
112, showing reconsideration of this matter in the 
light cf respondent's letter mentioned in Judge 
DAVIS' memorandum, showing also redrafting of the 
complaint and recommendation that it be issued. 


■11/4/48 


History file, page 116. Memorandum by Com¬ 
missioner JaVLS, calling attention tc the respondent's 
claim of having eliminated all objectionable features 
from their advertising; calling attention to re¬ 
spondent's request that the Commission not issue 
a complaint because corrective action was being 
taken by respondents themselves. This msmorandi* 
submitted to the Comission for consideration as 
tc whether or not complaint should issue forthwith 
or whether the issuance of complaint should be 
held in abeyance for approximately 90 days to 
determine whether or not respondents had actually 
discontinued the false advertising. 


"11/10/48 


History fils, page 118, Commission minute 
placing the matter on the suspense calendar for 
90 days with direction chat at the end of such time 
the Bureau of Legal Investigation ascertain and 
report whether or not respondents had actually 
discontinued the false advertising and if eo, 
whether or not the new advertising ccntained 
false representations. 


l-br 2 - 





WFO 58-417 


History file, page 120. Review of current 
advertising by Dr, DURKETT, Director of Bureau 
of Medical Opinions stating that the new advertising 
was not justified by the formula and directions for 
use. 


History file, page 123. Case reassigned from 
Attorney D. C. DANIEL to Attorney CHARLES S. COX* 


"7/13/49 History file, page 135* “emorandum by Chief 

Examiner JOSEPH W. POWERS, reviewing supplemental 
investigation after the 90-day period had expired, 
showing that the new advertising is on a large 
scale in newspapers, over radio networks and other¬ 
wise; that while the old type of advertising had 
been abandoned, it was believed that the new advertis¬ 
ing submitted, consisting largely of testimonial* 
was also false; recommending issuance of a complaint 
including the new advertising deemed false. 

"6/22/49 History file, page 139. Memorandum by DANIEL 

J. MURPHT, Chief of Trial Division. This memorandum 
calls attention to the Commission that the facts 
developed in the supplemental investigation show 
that substantially all, if not all of the claims 
formerly made by respondents had been abandoned; 
that it was believed the new advertising contained 
a number of false representations. The memorandum 
further calls attsntlom, however, that the new 
advertising does not vary greatly from that in a 
number of cases involving similar vitamin preparations 
herstofore considered by the Conmission; that in 
these other cases the privilege of stipulation had ■' 
been extended to respondents and recommending that 
the respondents in this cast be given the privilege 
of an informal stipulation in regard to the claims 1 
and representations made in the new advertising 
which might be found to be false or deceptive. 

"8/23/49 Reooamendsd action taken by the Coemission; '.*• 

History file, pags 140* 
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"4/11/50 


"5/5/50 


"5/18/5C 


"5/19/50 


"7/11/50 


’8/7/50 


•8A7/5C 


History fils, page 144* Negotiated stipulation 
recommended by MOREHOUSE, Director, Bureau of 
Stipulations. 

History file, page 147. Case reviewed by 
JOSEPH W. POWERS, Chief Examiner, for Commissioner 
AYRES, with recommendation that proposed stipulation 
is not adequate to prevent the current false ad¬ 
vertising. 

History file, page 155. Case reviewed by 
Commissioner AYRES, reconmending that the Conadssion 
not accept the proposed stipulation, but that the 
file be transmitted te Director, Bureau of Litigation, 
for review and report with recommendation. 

History file, page 157. Returned to Bureau 
of Stipulations with instructions to negotiate 
new stipulation covering original and current 
advertising. 

History file, page 162. Case reviewed by 
WILLIAM B. SNOW, JR., Chief Division of Stipulations, 
and new stipulation recommended which Mr. SNOW 
thought covered all of the false and misleading 
advertising disseminated by the respondents. This 
approved fcy JA8. A. HORTON, Director of Bureau of 
Industry Cooperation. 

History file, page 167. Commissioner AYRES com¬ 
ments on new stipulation submitted stating that it 
is much broader in scope than the one originally 
submitted. He still feels that stipulation pro¬ 
cedure is not desirable in this case and that he 
is not wholly satisfied with the stipulation sub¬ 
mitted. He nevertheless recommends that it be 
approved. 

History file, page 175. Stipulation approved 
and o*so closed without prejudice. 
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"9/21/50 History file, page 176. Report of & conference 

between DUDLEY J. LaBLANC and RICHARD BROWN, Officials 
of respondent corporation. Kiss O'BRIEN of Ervin 
Wasey & Co., new advertising agent for respondents, 

Mr. HORTON, Mr. SNOW, Mr. SWEENY and Mr. VENDEL 
of the Commission's staff, at which time certain 
advertising fay respondent was submitted for considera¬ 
tion. 

"9/25/50 History file, page 178. Review of submitted 

advertising fay Dr. DUrtRETT, Chief, Division of 
Medical Opinions, in which he reports that the 
advertising is not justified by the formula and 
directions for use. 

"10/26/50 History file, race ljJl. Report of conference 

between r (6 ) (TKw and (b)(7)(C) of the 

advertising firm of Ruthrauff & Ryan of Chicago, 
WILLIAM B. SNOW and JAMES VENDEL of the Comiseion's 
staff, at which certain proposed advertising was 
discussed. 

"5/10/51 History file, page L83. Report of a conference 

between DUDLEY J. LeBLANC and RICHARD L. BROWN of 
the respondent corporation and Messrs. HORTON, SNOW 
and VENDEL of the Casniosion's staff, at vfdch time 
failure to comply with respondent's stipulation was 
pointed out and a firm commitment was mads fay the 
respondents that the advertising would ccegdy with 
the stipulation. Respondents were requeeted to 
submit a statement in writing confirming the verbal 
commitments made at the conference. 

"6/19/51 History file, page 190. Meinorandum for 

Commissioner SPII1GARN fay WILLIAM b. SNOW, JR., 

Chief, Division of Stipulations, reviewing the 
case and calling attention to violation of the 
stipulation by respondents. 
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7/20/51 


8/29/51 


"8/30/51 


"8/31/51 


’9/6/51 


*9/18/51 


"9/25/51 


•9/28/51 


History file, page 201. Report of compliance 
submitted by Attorney-Conferee, Division of Stipula¬ 
tions, J. ROBERT VENDEL, reconmending that the 
report be accepted. This is concurred in ty JAS. 

A. HORTON, Director of Bureau of Industry Cooperation, 
and not concurred in by WILLIAM j. SNOW, JR., Chief, 
Division of Stipulations. 

History file, page 217. Complete record of 
proceeding reviewed by Commissioner SPINGAKF for 
the Comtission and recommendation that complaint 
be Issued. 

History file, page 231. Ccnmissioner SPINGARN's 
recommendation followed* 

History file, page 232. Assigned to Attorney 
JOSEPH CALIAWAI for preparation of complaint. 


History file, page 236. Additional aaaoranhm 
by Coirznissloner SPINGAdN in regard to the use of 
testimonials by respondents being within the Com¬ 
mission's Jurisdiction to correct if, by the 
testimonials, false claims are indirectly made for 
the preparation. 

- History file, page 244. Memorandum from fw. 
J. MURPHY, Chief, Division of Litigation, submitting 
complaint for Commission's consideration* :v "\ 

History file, page 248. Issuance of complaint 
as submitted directed. 

Complaint issued* Three days after service of 
this complaint respondent corporation went into 
reorganization under Chapter 10 of the Bankruptcy 
Act. The trustee in bankruptcy at the request of 
the Judge of the Court in which the bankruptcy 
proceeding is pending, stated that he would con¬ 
tinue to operate the business but would do no 
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advertising until such proposed advertising was 
submitted informally to the Division of Litigation 
and found to be satisfactory. 

*2/8/52 Amended complaint issued. After this 

amended complaint was issued, the trustee in 
bankruptcy recommended to the Court that he be 
allowed not to answer the amended complaint which 
would have the effect of permitting an order of 
the Commission by default. This request was opposed 
by the creditor's committee and has not yet been 
passed upon by the Court. In the meantime, various 
extensions of time for filing answer to the amended 
complaint have besn given upon the request of the 
trustee by direction of the Court* The reason for 
these various requests for continuance is that it 
has not yet been determined whether the business 
will be wound up in bankruptcy or sold and the 
creditors have & better chance of obtaining their 
money if the bqjrer himself should be given an 
opportunity to answer the charges of the CoaodBsion. 

"These various requests for continuance have 
not been opposed by counsel supporting the complaint 
because (1J the trustee has continued to submit all 
advertising for approval prior to its publication 
and It is believed that no advertising haa been 
issued that Is violative of the inhibitions of the 
proposed order; (2) if business is wound up in 
bankruptcy, there is no need for an ordsr to cease 
and desist; (3) if the business is sold the usual 
form such matters take is the formation of a new 
corporation in which the creditors are issued stock 
for their debts. Such new corporation would not be 
bound by any order against the present respondents. 

"DUDLEY J. LeBLANC had sold all of his interest 
in the corporate respondent, the LeBlanc Company 
shortly prior to the ieaoance of the original eosw* 
plaint in this case to a Rev York group. He wae 
made a respondent because the contract *f sale 
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contemplated that he would be retained by the new 
owners as Sales Manager. This was not conausmated, 
however, because the corporate respondent went into 
reorganization under Chapter 10 of the Bankruptcy 
Act before the business could be actually made a 
going concern under the new ownership. DUDLEY J. 
LeBLANC has had no hand in the management of the 
affairs of the concern by the trustee and is not 
employed by the trustee. 


"Respectfully submitted, 


(Signed) 

"DANIEL j/mURPHI, 

"Chief, ***** O 

"Division of Litigation. 


"November 25, 1952 
"JC:D0" 


Chairman MEAD stated that the above two memoranda reflect 
that the Hadacol Case originated prior to his connections with the 
Federal Trade Connission and that in a comparatively short time sub¬ 
sequent to hie association with this Commission, a complaint was issued 
against the LeBlanc Corporation. 

Chairman MEAD further stated that he bad assigned JOHN BASS, 
former Chief of the Federal Trade Cosaiaalon offloa at Chicago, Ulino 
and who is now assigned to the Headquarters office at Washington, D. C., 
to fully investigate the Hadacol Cass in so far as it pertained to 
Federal Trade Commission officials. 

; 

Chairman MEAD advised that a copy of Mr. BASS' report would 
be furnished the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
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Following the conversation with Chairman MEAD, Mr. WHEELQCK 
introduced the writer to JOHN BASS, who stated that he planned to 
review FTC and all available FBI files concerning this case and then 
would interview all FTC officials mentioned in these reports. Further 
that he would probably review the minutes of the LeBlanc Corporation 
at New York and if necessary, would interview FTC officials at 
Lafayette and New Orleans in Louisiana. 


In reply to a direct query concerning Dr. SPIES' purported 
receipt of a „5C,0C0.C0 check, ..r. i.*dS was advised that efforts were 
being mado to locate and interview Dr. SPIES. 


BASS said that inasmuch as he had the first two reports 
regarding this case, he would like the writer to furnish him with the 
FBI reports covering the FTC file review at Washington, D, C., and the 
interview with Dr, SPIES, 


BASS wa3 advised that ary such request for FBI reports should 
be directed to the Bureau by Chairman MEAD. 


In the event request is .made for the FBI report covering the 
FTC file review, it should be noted that this review is contained wholly 
within the administrative section of referenced report and that the 
memorandum furnished by Chairman MEAD and entitled “Legal Record of Case* 
constitutes an adequate review of the same files. 


One copy of this report is being furnished the Mew Orleans 
and Birmingham Offices for information inasmuch as there it a lead oufe 
standing in the Birmingham area to interview Dr. SPIES and the New Orl 
Office may be requested to conduct additional investigation at some 
future date. 


LEADS 


THE WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE 


No additional investigation is being oontemplated by the 
WFO pending receipt cf the interview with Dr, SPIES and 
further directions from the Bureau, 
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REFERENCES: Report of Special Agent WILLIAM C. HIGGINS dated 
November 21, 1952, at Washington, D. C. 

V/FO Air - Tel to Director and Chicago dated 
December 2, 1952. 


Chicago Air - Tel to Director, Washington and 
Birmingham dated December 2, 1952, 
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TO 


DIRECTOR, rbl - 
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DATB: '12/15/32 


IUBJBCT • 


Sac, wfl (5«-4i7) 


DUDLEY JOL. EH LI BLANC, et ai 

BRIB: RY 
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Rebulet to WFL dated 10/24/p2, and WFO report dated 


The aFc. re uests to be tdvised whether the Bureau 1b 
desirous at this tine of additional Information regarding cap¬ 
tioned case. 


A review of the Hies indicates the following 
leads still outstanding: 


suggested 




l* 


t 


AI WASHINGTON, D. C.: 


/ 


"ill conduct credit and orimlnfiL checks regard¬ 
ing subject (b)(7)(C) , _ 


Will arrange through JOHN WHLELOCh, Legal Advisor, 
to the Chairman, FTC, to review subject HORTON'S 
personnel file at FTC to determine the circumstances 
surrounding his appointment to the directorship, 
burebu of Industry Cooperotlon. _ 


Will interview (b)(7)(C) under oath with reference to 
hid receipt of any monies, gilts, gratuities, or 
services from representatives and/or attorneys of 
the Le Blanc Corporation, 

will question him concerning Le Blanc's claim that 
HORTtN recuosted his assistance to gain FTC pro¬ 
motion (WFO rep. lO/Ji/52» PP« 37-38)• 

will, in this connection, question (b)(7)(C) concerning 
the letters Le Blanc wrote to various Senators and \ 
Congressmen urging (b)(7)(C) appointment to the 't' 

Federal Trade '■'Oimniaalon (WFO rep. 10/31/52, pp. 

54 - 55 ); concerning Le Blsnc'e letters to HORTON 
dated 2/2d/50 and 3/25/50 (WFO rep. lO/jl/52, pp. 

♦ \ l» f’fe 


WCHrgll 


RECORDED • 1U 


24 




ir,', 















1 . 
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55-5b); and concerning (b)(7)(C) letter to LE BLANC 
dated 1/17/50, thanking LE BLANC for Christmas 
rememberance (N. 0. rep. 11/14/52, p. 17). 


will ascertain (b)(7)(C) reason for concurring in 
belief Le Blanc Corporation was complying with 
stipulation and that no complaint issue against 
it (WPO rep. 11/21/52, p. 18). 

Will question him concerning the ectivi ties and 
contacts in Washington, D. C. of attorneys and/ 
or representatives of the Le olanc Corporation 
with particular reference to (b)(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) , and LE BLANc and attempt to 

determine the identities of PTC and FDA officials 
so contacted. 

Will question him regarding his knowledge concern¬ 
ing the offering and/or giving of any gifts, rewards 
gratuities, services, or entertainment by the Le 
Blanc Corporation to officials of the FTC and FDA 
and the receipt of same by theee officials. 


Will review the files at the PDA concerning tha 
Le blanc Corporation. 

Will, if feasible, check the records from June 


1949 to October 19 
Mayflower, and Carl) 
records exist which 
or^lndivlduals e 
^IePBLANC, 7bl77)(C) 
-T07Tl752, pp. 25-26). 


the Hot4 
to detei 
ould indicate 
lned or 


\ 


(tier, 
tether any 
the identities 
ited by DUDLEY 
_ (VfFO rep. 


Will, if any identity is obtained, determine whether 
the individual le or was employed by the FTC or the 
FDA and if so employed will Interview him concern¬ 
ing the circumstances curroundlng his presence with 

Li. BLANC. 


Will Interview W. T. KELLEY, Office of the General 
Counsel, FTC, regarding LE BLANC letter to him of 
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c' i/49 (WFO rep. 11/21/32, p. 0); regarding hie 
letter to LE BLANC 12/29/49. expressing apprecia¬ 
tion for Christmas gift of fruit and candles (N. 0. 
rap. 11/14/52, P. 17) i and regarding tea Le Blanc 
dinner (b)(7)(C) and his assistant, , attended 

(N. C. rep 11/14/52, pp. 4-5). 

elil interview WILLIAM B. SNOW, JR., Chief, Division 
of Litigations, PTC, and the following PTC attorneye 
to wnom the Le Blanc Corporation case was assigned: 

D. C. DANIEL, 

CHARLES S. COX, 

JOSEPH CALLAWAY. 


Will Interview '(b)(6) 
10/31/52, p. 69. 


as set out In wFQ report 


Will, upon receipt, review the report of JOHN BASS, 
FTC investigator, for any pertinent information con¬ 
tained therein which should be followed out (WFO 
.rep. 12/4/52, p. 16). _ 


THE NEW YORK OFFICE: 

AT NEW YORE*. 


Will, If feasible, check the records from June 1949 
to October 1951, of the Hotels New Yorker, Gotham, 
Lincoln, and Roosevelt to determine whether any 
records exist which would indicate the identities- - 
of individuals entertained or banqueted by LE BLANC, 
(b)(6).(b) (7)(C) (WFO rep. 10/31/52, p. 3D. 

will, if any identity la obtained, determine whether 
the Individual is or was employed by the FTC or the 
FLa and If so employed will interview him regarding 
the circumstances surrounding his presence at the 

hotel. 

In tnis connection. It is to be noted that LF BLANC 
in his deposition advised he had paid a *200 bill at 
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the Gotham Hotel for services occurred prior to 
October 1951 UFO rep. 10/31/52, p. 33). 

Will review the records of the FTC employees 
with whom (b)(7)(C) and LE BLANC made contact 
(N. U. rep. 11/1U/52, p. 5). 

Will review the minutes of the Le *>lanc Corpora¬ 
tion which are believed to be in the custody of 
the attorneys of the trustee, CAHILL, GORDON, 
ZACkRY, and REiNEEL, 6.> Wall Street, New York 5* 
New Yotk. 

In this connection, it is to be noted that Mr. 
DETLIV F. VAGTS, Attorney for Trustee, allegedly 
reviewed the Le clsnc Corporation files and 
removed certain documents to New Yora* further, 
that in a letter, 9/22/52, DETLEV listed the 
documents removed which included a "Hat of 
people to be invited to testimonial dinner" 

IN. 0 . rep. 11 / 114 / 52 , pp. 13-114). 

THE NEW ORLEANS OFFICE: 

AT LAFAYETTE. LLUISlaMA: 

will attempt to ascertain present whereabouts 
of RICHARD L. BROWN, former Vice President and 
General Manager of the Le Blanc Corporation, 
who allegedly accompanied (b)(6) several times 
to Washington, C. C. snd whose former address was 
1217 Myrtle Place, Lafayette (N. 0. rep. 11/14/52, 

p. 1 i) ■ 

THE DALLAS OFFICE; 

AT DALLAS, TEXAS: 


Will interview «r, PAT COON of the law firm Clark, 
Coon, Holt, and Fisher, 1916 Republlo Bank Building, 
Dallas (probably law firm, TOM C. CLARK) and dater- 
mlne identities (b]'(6) 

Further, will qu« c v.WU IUIU 0 uncerning the arrangements 
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(b)(6) regarding contacts with 

PTC officials in Washington, C. C. (N. 0. rep, 
n/m/52, p. lb). 

Will attempt to locate and interview Mr. RICHARD L. 
BROWN, forr.er Vice President and General Manager, 

Le C lanc Corporation and whose last known address 
was Dallas, Texas. 

AT HOUSTON, TEXAS: 

Will review the records of the Majestic Advertising 
Agency, formerly xnown as the Hedrick and Townery 
Advertising Agency, 305 Southland Building, Houston, 
for any pertinent information regarding the activities 
of HEDRICK In Wsshington, D. C. on behalf of the 
Le Blanc Corporation, the receipt of monies from 
Le blanc, and the identities of (b)(7)(C) contacts 
with PTC and PDA officials in New York and Washing- 
ton, B » C. 

Will attempt to locate and review any diary or 
personal files maintained by( b )(7)(C) 

Will interview (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) Hedrick and Towner 

Advertising agency, for any pertinent information 
regarding above (N. 0. rep. ll/il*/ 52 , p. lo). 


THE CHICAGO OFFICE: 

AT CHICAGO. 


ILLINOIS: 


Will interview appropriate officials at the RFC 
to determine whether Government property was 
being sold under a policy of negotiated bids or 
under sealed bid. 

It is to be noted that .(b)(6) , New Orleans 

Loan Agency, RFC, advised that latter policy was 
in effect at time LE BLANC purchased his building 
(N. 0. rep. 11/11*752, pp. 22-23); however, Mr. 

(b)(6) 's alleged reluctance to Inform 

ll bi,niiC of competitor *c bid would aeem to indicate 
otherwise IN* 0. rep. ll/U*/52, p. 22). 


2fiC 


Id 






Kr. Nichol* 
Vr. 

Mr. Op*_ 
Hr. r vt.il. 
Mr. ll'.rlxu 
>1 . V n ' 


WASHINGTON FRO’-' W.vSH FIELD 


DIRECTOR 


DEFERRED 


NC ET Al, BRIBERY. -RE HFO LETTER TO DIHBC 


DUDLEY JOSEPH IE 


TWENTYTWO UST 


WILLI AK B. SNOW, JR., CHIEF, DIVISION OF LITII 


(b) (6), (b) (7)(C) 


FTC, VDVISEE TO'VNGR AND LATTER-S PARTNER BELIEVE') TO PE A 


COBFS&MD WITH HIM HADACOL. SNOW SAID THEY TOLD HIN HEDRICK 


RESPONSIBLE FOR BAD ADVERTISING HE HADACOL. FUiTlffl 
(b)(6) 


E3TIC ADVERTISING AGENCY AiiD kBPIuSSENTED HADACOL 


IN PUCE OF (b) (7)(C) 


SNCW SAID HE BELIEVED I£ BLANC CORP. TOOK OVER 


MAJESTIC AGENCY AND (b) (7) EMPLOYED EXCLUSIVELY HI IE BLANC 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


22/JO/52 


DATE 


FROM i H. n. CISC, 


. /S 


SUBJECT: CALL FROM STEPHKKp#fiNGARR , 

ACTING ClAIRMANT FEDERAL TRADE CCMISSION 




Hr. Splnoanx-GCLlled at ^.‘55 AM. He stated that he * 
understood thc.t Dudlej^Leaianc, former head of Hadacol, 
had brought charges to the effect that he had paid money 9 

to various Goverranent agencies to influence their action. 
Including the Federal Trade Commission. Some Special Acents 
of the FBI have already talked to their Chief Counsel, .ir. 

Kelly, and to others in the'Federal Trade Commission. 

Hr. Spingarn stated that he welcomed o full and 
complete investigation of these charges. He would like to have 
such an investigctlon thoroughly made. He will be glad to have 
Special Agents coll on him personally and be of all cooperation 
possible. 


He stated that he would appreciate it very much if the 
Official in charge of the investication would teleohone him. __ 


pingam, so that he could give full assurance of his desire 
to cooperate and his availability for irvteruleic. I toJd him 
I would communicate his message to those in charge of investlgct 
work; that I knew nothing of the allegations or tnuestlkation 
but appreciated his interest in calling • 


CC - mR. LADD 
MR. ROSEN 


A\IP' 


RECORCitB-U 




Office Memmmdum • united S' 

h' 


GOVERNMENT 


, Mil. Li^DD 
I A. ROSEN' 


datb: Dece.Tiber 30 j 
TIKE CF C.iLI 3: UP PE 


acijtcTt 


D I’D LEY J> 
BRIBERY 


IBL-u C, 


iL 


rtu. 


Malley called Stephe..ctin^ Chairman of the 
Federal Trade Commission, in^^cordance with the request nude 'ey 
l Spingarn to (b)(6) _ , h&ttoy advised Spingarn that agents cf tin 

r Washington Field Of'ice w o v/f re conducting this investigation would 
\ be in touch .with him, and would be glad to receive any information 
£ which he had in his possession, Spingarn stated that he had beun 
acting Chairman of tne Commission for the past two weeks and is not 
^at all familiar with the investigation but did want it known that he 
1 desired to cooperate fully with, the Bureau. He also inquired as to 
; nature of the investigation. lialley advised Soingarn that copies of 
< the reports of the investigation being conducted were being forward 
to the Federal Trade Cora.ission as they were received from various 
■ field offices working on tils investigation. Spingarn appreciated 
Information concerning tne reports having been forwarded to tne 
Federal Trade Commission and again expressed his desire to cooperate 

• _ _ _ _ _ • * * « A ft ' ’ * 

111 OLUjr Mb, pS'SSS* t * _ . 

'TV • • i 

At 3:45 P.M., Malley. telephonic ally contactec Lue Wasx.ingtoi 
Field Office and spoke to relief^oupervis or Kurtzman, in the absei 
?. of ASAC Fletcher. Kurtznan was adiriked; to have Spingarn inter/iei 
* "^olatlve to the canticred c»sfe. 


JhM/rh 


* JAN 12 \$r 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


WAaitl.iG'i'ON i ItLD 



DAT* WHEN 

MAM 

rcnioD roft which made 

mmomr maok mr 


WASHINGTON, D. C. 

1 / 10/53 ! 

1/12-Id/53 

WILLIAM C. HIGGINs* 

cfcs 


DUDLEY JOSEPH LL :.'LAi\C, LI AL 


ERIbERY 


fYNOPIH Of FACTIi 


Interviews conducted with 
officials FTC and PDA, Dr. PAUL 
DUNBAR, former PDA Commissioner, 
and OSCAR EWING, PSA Admini¬ 
strator. Subject hORTON stated 
LE BLANC's efforts re his FTC 
promotion voluntary and unsolicited. 
Admitted attending Statler dinner 
1950 and receiving fruit at Christ¬ 
mas 19U9 and 1950 but state these 
were unsolicited and bore no 
relation to case. Unequivocally 
denied receiving any gifts or 
gratuities in connection with 
hadacol. Denied being influenced 
or pressured by anyone. Denied 
knowledge of any misconduct or 
unethical handling by any Govern*?- • 
ment employee re Hadacol. 


enclosure 


>- Bureau (58-2808) JHlU-r?/ 1 

- New Orleans (56-91) (Info.) f [} JJ/ 

- Washington Field (58-U17) 
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DETAILS: AT WASHINGTON , D.C. 

The following investigation was conoucted by Soecial 
Agent 'WILLIAM T. FORSYTH and the writer:_ ' 


Mr. J0oc,PH U. POv.iRS, Chief, Division of Investi¬ 
gations, Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practices, Federal Trade 
Commission, advised that he has been in his present position 
since the reorganization Drogram of 1950 and prior to which 
he was Chief Examiner in the old Division of Investigations 
from 1946-1950. 

He stated that his division is charged with directing 
field investigations and the correlation of all information 
gained therefrom, and upon which information he furnished the 
Commission with his recommendation for additional action or 
the closing of the case, 

POWERS said that to the best of his recollection 
the Hadacol Case was sent to him after the Radio and PeriooicaL 
Division had attempted to monitor LE BLANC’s advertising which, 
being in the Cajun French dialect, was very difficult to 
interpret and evaluate. He said that following the investi¬ 
gation by his division, he recommended that the Commission 
issue a complaint against LE BLANC and his organization. 

‘ * ~ 'S »•* 

With reference to his contacts with LE BLANQ^he 
stated he can recall meeting him only on one occasion: He 
said that as he was leaving his office, his Assistant, 

•(b)(6) introduced LE BLANC to him in the 

corridor of the FTC building; further, that he advised 
LE BLANC he had nothing further to do with the Hadacol Case 
inasmuch as the file had left his office. Furthermore, that 
he had declined LE BLANC’s Invitation to lunch because of a 
previous engagement. POWERS said no type of significance 
ciuld be attached to his rejection of LE BLANC’s luncheon 
Invitation since he probably would have accepted had he not 
had a previous commitment. 

POWERS said he had no other contact with U .Ullfi 
•; .either officially or socially and that he neither atienditf 
' Bor was he invited to any of LE BLANC’s dinners. He also 






- 2 - 

08 - 


A 


iL»>* 












denied being the recepient of any Christmas gift.or A xsf 
other gratuity or reward from LE BLANC and/or any 'of toe 
latter’s representatives. 

With reference to political pressure, POWERS stated 
that no such pressure or even contact wa3 ever directed to 
him personally although he believes that some letters and 
phone calls were received by the Federal Trade Commission 
from the "Hill” concerning the status of the case. 

POWERS said that he could state unequivocally that 
no one, either inside or outside the FTC, ever attempted to 
influence him in his handling of the case and that he had 
no knowledge of any FTC employee ever being so pressured or 


In conclusion, POWERS advised that he knew of no 
instance in the handling of the Hadacol Case where the 
action of the employee could be construed as being one of 
misconduct. 


Mr. CHARLES E. GRANDEY, assistant Chief, Division 
of Investigations, Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practices, FTC, 
advised that to the best of his recollection the Hadacol Case 
was first handled by the Radio and Periodical Division, whose 
function is to screen appropriate advertising and, if warrants 
to conduct limited investigation via correspondence. 

He said he believed the Hadacol file was transferred^ 
from the Radio and Periodical Division to art Division of 
Stipulations, whose Director, .tames A j>BERT^ORTON , instructed 
his, GRANDEY’s, office to conduct a full field Investigation, 


According to GRANDEY, neither the Library of 
Congress nor the State Department could furnish translators 
to monitor LE BLANC’s advertising inasmuch as Cajun French 
is not a language per se but is a dialect restricted to a 
particular locale. He said for this reason a language expert 
was npt readily obtainable and thus delayed the court* of the 
investigation because the case depended upon a translation of 
the advertising. He said that In thl* cannectiggja MtS 
important question arose as to whether a cart rvM 
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on evidence obtained by an individual not recognized as 
being a language expert since technical questions might 
arise concerning some specific point of language inter¬ 
pretation. 

GRANDEY stated that when he first became connected 
with the Hadacol Case, LE BLANC's Enterprises were confined 
mostly to the tri-state territory of Mississippi, Louisiana, 
and Arkansas; however, by the time the case was subsequently 
returned to his division for additional investigation, 

LE BLANC had expanded so as to encompass the entire South. 

Continuing, he advised that following this second 
round of investigations, it was ascertained that although 
the more flagrantly false advertising had been discontinued; 
nevertheless, a revue of the advertising again provided the 
basis for his recommendation that a complaint ba issued 
against LE BLANC. He said that following the original 
recommendation for complaint^ the case was placed on the 
suspense calendar on LE BLANK’S representation that he had 
taken all the necessary steps to fully comply with the terms 
layed down by the FTC. 

GRANDEY stated that with reference to social and 
official contacts with LE BLANC, he wished to say that the 
only time he met LE BLANC was when the latter came into his 
office and introduced himself and at which time he informed 
LE BLANC that since the Hadacol Case was no longer oeing 
handled by his division, he was not in a position to discuss 
the case. 

He also said that although he does not recall 
having conferred with MAC HEDRICK, he did recall l.aving some 
contact with a Houston. Texas, advertising man who said he 
was employed by LE BLANC and that he intended to run tests 
on the advertising to see whether it complied with the 
product. 

GRANDEY stated that he recalle no specific IfMtancs 
of pressure or attempted pressure from the "Hill" at ftJHT 
time. He said that as a matter of fact, the only polliltal. 
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connection he recalls involved a Louisiana state Congressman 
who had urged prompt action against LE BLANC at the time of 
the inception of the Hadacol Case. GRANDEY said he converses 
telephonically with this state Congressman, advising him 
that FTC was experiencing considerable difficulty in 
monitoring LE BLANC’s advertising programs. He said the 
Congressman offered to furnish the Federal Trade Jornnissio: 
with the information he had gained through monitoring these 
programs at his own expense; however, GRANDLY advisea him 
that he considered the use of such evidence ill-advised 
especially so since the Congressman was already personally 
involved in the controversy. GRkNDEY said that he wanted 
his own monitoring done and that he wanted it free of 
political entanglements. 

GR/.NDEY denied receiving any gratuities, rewards 
or gifts from LE BLANC or any of his representatives and 
stated that he had no knowledge of any misconduct or. the 
part of any FTC employee in the handling of this case. 

Ilr. JAMES AL3L.T1 KjRTON, Director, Bureau of Inr.i. 
Cooperation, Federal Trade Commission, advised that r.e was 
Director of the 3ureau of Legal Investigation, FTC, at fbe 
time that the Hadacol Case arose. He stated that the ease 
came to him and he recommended a complaint be issued the 
Commission ordered additional investigation and as a rtault 
a stipulation was agreed upon. Subsequently, more l 
violations came up and he requested further investifdBpMl 
because of the broadcast which had been recorded ana 
to be in Cajun French. This necessitated further invfifjgatio: 
because the Federal Trade Commission had no access to trans¬ 
lators who could handle this material. As a result, of^ttiis 
investigation, HORTON stated he again recommended that % 
complaint be issued, Mr. HORTON stated that following^ fhis 
recommendation, in June of 1950, the Reorganisation Program 
of the FTC went into effect and he assumed his prei;*:nt 
position. In the meantime, the LE BLANC representsti?#o 
and the Bureau of Stipulations had negotiated a stipulation 
which Was rejected by the Commission* He stated that a new 
one was negotiated and that he approved the acceptance of 
this stipulation. Mr. HORTON pointed out that he had nothing 
to do with the negotiation of thlfc stimulation, lie further 
stated that he had no official contact at any i lme with 
DUDLEY LE BLANC. 
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Mr. HORTON advised that DUDLEY^ LE "BLANC called 
him sometime in 1950 and invited him to att e n d a dinner which 
he was giving the Louisiana Congressional Delegation. 

LE BLANC advised him that all the Congressmen from LoAtieiana 
would be present. Mr. HORTON advised that he accepted this 
invitation and recalled that Messrs. KELLEY, MOREHOUSE, KING 
and S7/EENEY, all of the FTC, were in attendance at the dinner. 
He stated that in addition to the above-mentioned, he recallec 
that most of the people connected with the Louisiana group 
on the "Hill" were in attendance. Mr. HORTON further advised 
that in 1949 and later in 1950 he received a Christmas gift 
of a basket of fruit from DUDLEY LE BLaNC. He stated that 
upon receipt of these presents he wrote letters of acknowledge¬ 
ment to DUDLEY LE BLaNC. 

Mr. HORTON advised that he recalled that DUDLEY 
LE BLANC offered to get him endorsements or recommendations 
for the position of Commissioner with the Federal Trade 
Commission. Mr. HORTON stated that he did not decline this 
offer but further that he did not solicit the offer. He 
stated that DUDLEY LE BLANC wrote several letters on hia 
behalf on a voluntary basis and that he at no time asked 
DUDLEY LE BLANC to write such letters. He further advised 
that he did not recall having met DUDLEY LE BLANC during the 
TRUMAN inauguration. Mr. HORTON stated that DUDLEY LE BLANC 
had never asked him for any advice and he has no knowledge 
of LE BLANC seeking to get anyone a position with the FTC. 

- 

Mr. HORTON advised that he had attended every 
Jackson Day dinner that has been held In Waahington end that 
on all occasions he paid his own way. He stated that he does 
not recall having ever attended a Jackson Day dinner with 
DUDLEY LE BLANC and further, that he is positive that DUDLEY 
LE BLANC never paid for such a dinner for him. 

Mr* HORTON stated that he was acquainted with 

, who at one time represented the Hadacol Company, 
and had several business contacts with him during the 
compliance stage of the Hadacol Case but he has had no eoeial 
contact with (b)(6) I. Mr. HORTON also recall^ 

DUDLEY LE BLANC had sent him a book entitled "Tha 
of the Acadians", which Mr. HORTON explained was i 
of the Cajun French in Louisiana and which in hie op^ftleo 
was one of the best presentments of this subject matti^W . 
has ever read. * ^ 

- 
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Mr. HORTON advised that he was acquainted with 
TURNhi GRATZ and that their acquaintanceship was of a 
political nature. Mr. HORTON recalled that (b)(6) 
advised him he had resigned his position with the Democratic 
National Committee to accept a position with the hadacol 
Company. He stated that GRaTZ told him he wanted nothing 
to do with the Hadacol Case which was rending oe-ore FTC. 
tie further stated that GRATZ had i ever discussed the Hadacol 
Case with him. 

In regard to MAC HlDRICK, Mr. HORTON auvised that 
he had never met HLDRICK and that he considered him to be 
somewhat of a "myth" around here. He stated that he had 
heard considerable discussion concerning (b)(6) but he was 
not acquainted with anyone who had even met '(b) (6) . In 

conclusion, Mr. HORTON advised that he had received no 
other gifts from LE BLANC or anyone else, and that at no 
time did he receive any calls from anyone on the "Hill". 

Mr. HOHTON further stated that no one had approached him 
or attempted to put any pressure upon him to render any 
decision favorable to DUDLEY LE BLANC or the Hadacol Company. 


5 q 2808- 
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The following investigation was conducted by 
Special Agent ROBERT K. LEWIS and the writer. 

Dr. FAUL DUNBAR, former Commissioner, Food and 
Drug Admlristration, was interviewed at his residence, 

311 Cumberland Road, Somerset, Maryland. 

Dr. DUNuAR advised that he was Commissioner of 
the Food and Drug Administration t'r^m l^LL until he retired 
on May 31, 1951. 

Dr. DUNBAR advised that he recalls DUDLEY LE bLANC 
as being a very adroit Individual who was an expert in sales 
technique and besides being a "politican” was completely 
unethical in his business relationships and transactions. 

He said LE BLANC was t* e type of Individual who would do 
anything which would bring in money to him. 

Dr. DUNBAR advised that even though he had instructed 
LE BLANC's representative, Dr. GEORGE HOOVER, to inform 
LE BLANC that officials of the Food and Drug Administration 
never accepted gifts of any kind nevertheless LE BLANC sent 
him a Christmas gift consisting of fruit and candy from Florida 
and which box of fruit Dr. DUNBAR sent to the Childrens 
Hospital. - 

i ■- 

He said his only contact with LE BLANC waa on the ., ; 3j 
occasion that GEORGE LARRICK brought LE BLANC into hia office 1 
and at which time LE BLANC went into a relatively long dis- 'i 
cuaslon of the history of the Acadians and spoke of his 
political career in Louisiana. Dr. DUNBAR stated that at 
this meeting LE BLANC did request the name ol an Individual 
who could help him the most in conforming with the desires of 
the Food and Drug Administration concerning the labding of 
his product; further that Dr. DUNBAR informed Lc. bLANC that 
it was against the policy of the Food and Drug Administration 
to supply the name of any one individual; however, that they 
would furnish LE BLANC with a list of qualified drug consultant 
'from which he could make his own selection. ra 

Dr. DUNBAR stated that to the best of hia knowledgi 
Dr. HOOVER's name waa on this list and this is tha reason that * 
l*. LE BLANC contacted Dr. HOOVER. 
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GEORGiv LAH.iICa, Deputy Commissioner, rood and Drug 
Administration, stated that when the Food and Drug Admini¬ 
stration c-ecane Interested In the haaacol case he directed 
the investigation. He said In lurtberance of this dealer's 
samples and literature were obtained both from the dealers 
and directly from the happy Day Company which was the name of 
LE BLANC's organization when he first started makcing Hadacol, 


He further said that LE BLANC could obtain Consultant# 
from Drug Trade Publications, 


According to Dr. DUNBAR, Dr. HOOVER found it very 
tunusing to try and control DUDLtY LE BLANC who was so devoid 
of professional ethics," 


He said that with reference to any / contacts with 
representatives of LE BLA C, he has no rresent recollection 
of meeting aryone with the exception of one meeting with 
WALTER RUBEN, who was a reoresentative of a very refutable 
Chicago advertising agency. 


Dr, DUNbAR stated that he never received any gifts, 
rewards, or gratuities from LE .'LANC or any of his representat 
and had no knowledge of any other official of the Food and 
Drug Administration receiving such. Further that he has no 
knowledge of any political pressure or intervention in the 
Kadacol case. 


he said that LE BLANC must have learned of the Food 
and Drug Administration's interest in hadacol because LE BLANC 
came in to see Dr. DUNBAR and himself.in’an effort to ascertain 
what the Food and Drug Administration wanted him to do in order 
for his labels to comply with FDA requirements. 


He stated that some time subsequent to this first 
meeting with LE BLA C the latter had engaged Ur, GEORGE HQOVcll 
to work out acceptable labeling for hadacol. ue said that in 
connection with this he recalls numerous conferences with Dr. 
HOOVER; however, he has no present recollection of meeting 
a*r other representative of the LE BLANC concern. 


According to LARRICK, his final contact with LE 
BLANC was a telephonic one in which LE BLANC asked him whether 
he would accept a position with the Hadacol Cornpanv at a sub- 
■%, atantlal fee, whlci^h* does not now recall* LARRICK said he ■ 
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declined LE BLANC'b oiler and that this was the last contact 
he had with anyone concerning the Hadacol case, 

4 

With reference to political pressure, hr. LARRICK 
advised that he does recall that the Food and Drug Administration 
did receive a few telephone calls from members of the Louisiana 
delegation but that he considered these calls as calls from 
Congressmen making the customary inquiries in their constituents 
behalf. 


He also stated that he received a box of fruit from 
LE BLANC as a Christmas present in 191+9 and 1950 and which 
gifts he forwarded to the Childrens Hospital in Washington, 

D. C., and further that he declined LE BLANC's invitation to 
attend a dinner party at the Hotel Statler in either 1949 or 
1950. 


In conclusion Mr. LARRICK stated that to the best of 
his knowledge no official of the Food and Drug Administration, 
however, received any gifts, rewards, or gratuliea from 
LE BLANC or any of his representatives in connection with the 
handling of the hadacol case. 


Mr. LARRICK made a correspondence file available 
which contained the following letters: 

A letter dated December 31, 194&, from Mrs, 

A. CHAMBER# OLIPHAHT, President, Board of L*dy 
Visitors, Childrens Hospital, Washing ton, C«» 
to GEORGE LARRICK, in which she advised thAt she 
was deeply grateful for the generoue gift of the 
crate of fruit sent by him to Childrens Hospital 
for the Christmas season. 


A letter dated January 7» 1949, to DUDLEY 
LE BLANC, from GEORGE LARRICK, in which he states, 
"I appreciate the sentiment which prompted you to 
send us Christmas greetings and the box of fruit 
and other delicacies," LARRICK goss on to state 
that the acceptance of suck} gif t>. if contrary to 
the policy of the Food anddrtjgtolstratloa and 
that such oannot be* accept*^ jor p ♦S^owal. Vftft 4* 
advised in this letter tbit ha had’fopwir 
gift to the Childrens Hospital# • - 
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In reference to the above letter, LARRICK 
advised that after receipt of this gift he called 
Dr. GEORGE HOOVEh and told him to inform LE BLANC 
that such gifts could not be accepted and he would 
appreciate it If Lb BLANC would send no more. 

A letter dated December 30, 1949, to Dr. PAUL 
DUNBAR, from EDITh A. TARKINGTON, Administrator, 

Childrens Hospital, Washington, D. C., in which she 
expressed her "heartfelt gratitude" for the present 
of fruit and candy which he had sent to Childrens 
Hospital for Christmas. 

A letter dated January 9, 1950, to DUDLEY 
LE BLANC, from GEORGE LARRICK, in which he acknowl¬ 
edges the receipt of fruit and other delicacies by 
himself and Dr. DUNBAR. He f T oes on to state that 
such gifts cannot be accepted for personal use and 
that they have been forwarded to Childrens Hospital, 

A letter dated January 14, 1950, to GEORGE 
LAHRICK, from DUDLEY LE BLANC, in which he advised 
that he was sorry that LARRICK did not glance at 
the contents of the last package and added that he 
would be in Washington in march and hoped that both 
LARRICK and DUNBAR would accept his Southern 
hospitality since he planned to invite both to a 
dinner at the Statler Hotel which he was giving for 
Louisiana Congressman and a few other friends. US 
BLANC also stated in this letter that he had heard 
a rumor that LARRICK was going to enter private 
business and wished to know if there were any truth 
to this rumor. 

A letter dated January 23, 1950, from GEORGE 
LARRICK, to DUDLEY LE BLANC, in which LARhICK 
stated that the policy regarding the acceptance of 
gifts also extended to the acceptance of such 
Invitations as LE BLANC had made in his letter of 
January 14• He advlaed that while the invitation 
was appreciated it was necessary for him and Dr, 

DUNBAR to declina. LARRICK also added that he was 
well satisfied with his present position and had 
no intention of leaving the Food and Drug AdmlAlatratl on* 
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OSCAR EWING, Administrator, Federal Security 
Agency, stated that although he has a vague recollection 
of being introduced to some representative of the Hadacol 
Company by TURNEY GRATZ, he has no present recollection 
of the nature of the conversation or the rurpose of this 
meeting. He stated that in all probability the meeting 
was arranged by GRATZ as a courtesy to a businessman who 
wanted to meet men employed by the United States 
Government, He said to the best of his knowledge the 
meeting was very brief ana there was no discussion con¬ 
cerning hadacol and further that he has no present 
recollection of the name of the individual who accompanied 
GRATZ. 


- P - 
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REFERENCES; 


Will continue investigation at the Statler, 
Kayf lower, and Carlton Hotels in an attempt 
to determine the Identities of FTC and 
FDA officials entertained by LE HLANC. 


Report of Special Agent WILLIAM C. HXQfilJttv. 
dated January 9» 1953* at Washington, 

t 

New York airtel to bureau dated January 7* 195>3« 

Washington Field Office teletype to New gleans 
dated January 6, 1953* ' -i* 

Report of Special Agent HAUL H. LEWIS dated 
January 8 f 1953* at Chicago. 

New Orleans teletype to Baltimore and WFO. dated 
January 12, 1953* 

WFO airtel to Baltimore and New 0rle*n§'*fet(i5 • 
January 13, 1953* 


ADMINISTRATIVE rAGa / 

Investigation at the Hotel otatler, Mayflearer, 
and Carlton has not been completed due to the tieup \>t 
hotel oersonnel with inauguration preparations. 


One copy of instant report is being forwarded to 
the New Orleans Office lor information inasmuch as additional 
investigation has been requested in that District, 


LEADS 


WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE: 


AT WASHINGTON. D. C.: 




- + f v, 

Office Memorandum • united states government 


T0 . DIRECTOR, FBI 


date; February 13, 1953 


SUBJECT: 


SAC, WFO (5&-U.7) 

G.I-R '6 ; ^ ' 

DUDLFY JOSEPH IZ BLANC, et al '* tj y 

BRIBIPY by 1 / 

/ • 

Rerep SA WILLIAM C. RIGGINS dated 2/9/53, at Washington, D. C. 1 


GlR’-e.^ 


JAMFS M» MEADE, Chairman of the Federal Trade Camnlseion, this 
city, telcphonically advised SA WILLIAM C. HIGGINS on *Al/53, that at a 
recent FTC meeting, STEPHEN J. SPTNGARN, Member, FTC, expressed his 
desire to obtain a copy of the FBI report reflecting the complete 
Hadacol investigation recently completed by this Bureau. 

Ur. MEAEF.advised that although he is not cognisant of 
SPINGARN *s specific reason in requesting this report, he would like to 
point out that SPTNGARN is a very energetic and well versed individual 
who, at the present time, is making a study of ethics in goverrsent 
and In which interest he has challenged various individuals to a public 
debate over television facilities. 

Mr. MBADE stated that he had explained to SPINGARN at the 
aeeting that reports of investigation similar to that conducted by the 
FBI in the Hadacol Case are furnished the Attorney General for whatever 
action the latter deems necessary and, therefore, the request for such 
files could be made only to the Attorney General. __ , 

With reference to the two FBI reports previously furnished 
Mr. MEADE and later returned by him to this Bureau, Mr. UFA.HE stated 
that he considered these reports only loaned to him "to f*~J lit&tt the-' 
FTC in fully answering all the FBI questions r uit FIC oc/uld 

more fully help the FBI in its investigation." Further, that he 
considered it ill-advised to maintain these FBI reports in FTC files 
inasmuch as sane individual may see them and during "hallway gossip may 
embarrass or slander an innocent individual." 

It is to be noted that during the course of the investigation 
of the Hadacol matter, SPINGARN was interviewed, and which intervl was 
reflected on Page 23 of the report of SA WILLIAM C. HIGGINS dated 
1/9/53, at Washington, D. C. j 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Form No. I 

This case originated at 


KWOWT MADE AT 


WASH IT. TON FIELD 


DATE WHEN PTBIOD FOW *M CM MADE RlfORT MAOS BY 


WASHINGTON, D. C. 1 /37$3 12/22-2k,29-3l/wiLLIAM C. HIGGINS EIW 


DUDLEY J0SE1”! Lh DLANC , E^AL 


CHARACTER Or CAM 

BRIBERY 


SYNOPSIS OF FACTS; 


Results of Interviews with FTC 
and FDA attorneys and officials 
and information re file review 
at FDA set out. Information re 
interview with TURNEY ORATZ, 
former Executive Director, 
Democratic National Committee, 
set forth. HORTON'S credit and 
criminal record set out. r 
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DETAILS: AT WASHINGTON. D. C 


The following Investigation was conducted by 
Special Agent WILLIAM T. ^ORSYTH and the writer^_ 


INTERVIEWS WITH ATTORNEYS AND OFFICIALS AT 
THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION_ 


PGAD MOREHOUSE 


PGAD MOREHOUSE, Assistant General Counsel in 
Charge of Compliance, Room 374* Federal Trade Commission 
Building, stated that although he has held several positions 
during the pendency of the Uadacol Case, he was Director 
of the Bureau of Stipulations from August, 1946, through 
May, 1950, during which time he was actually connected with 
the case. 


He stated that while the case was in his Bureau 
it was assigned to Attorney-Conferee CHARLES A. SWEENEY for 
a negotiation of a stipulation. 


Mr. MOREHOUSE stated that immediately following a 
ruling by the Court of Appeals in another case similar to 
the Hadacol Case which vacated the same provision to which 


"BLANC 


attorneys came to see him and said that if the Federal Trade 
Corranlssion would remove this provision from his stipulation 
ho vrould sign It, 

Mr. MOREHOUSE advised that this provision was 
stricken out and LE BLANC signed the stipulation on March 29, 
1950; however, the Coumisslon upon Cotwnissioner AYRES' i»e- 
commendation rejected the stipulation and directed the Bureau 
of Stipulations to renegotiate a new one, He said this second 
stipulation was signed by LE BLANC on June 7, 1950, an<f 
accepted by the Commission on August 17, 1950, 
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He further advised that one or two days following 
the signing of the March 29 , 1950 , stipulation, a Miss MARTIN, 
LE BLANC'S secretary, invited him to the Statler Hotel for 
a dinner which LE BLANC was giving for a few friends. He 
stated that approximately seventy-five to eighty people 
attended the dinner, which appeared to be for the entire 
Louisiana Congressional Delegation and which included many 
of the Mississippi Delegation* He recalled that Messers 
SWEENEY, HORTON, and KING, accompanied by their wives, and 
Mr* KELLEY from the Federal Trade Commission were also pre¬ 
sent and that possibly there were others although he does 
not recall their identities* He also said he believed 
some people from the Food and Drug Administration were pre¬ 
sent; however, he is not sure and in any case has no present 
recollection of their identities. 

Mr* MOR&iOUSE also stated that although he has no 
present recollection of anyone speaking in behalf of Hadacol 
or even mentioning the Hadacol Case, several Congressmen 
spoke "in glowing terras" of LE BLANC, iho in an after dinner 
speech told all the members of the Louisiana Delegation that 
he would get them all re-elected and also that "he had just 
made his peace with the Federal Trade‘Camillaaiem" and which 
latter was a reference to the stipulation signed March 29, 
1950 . 


He said he was requested to speak at the dinner and 
he said he told the group that he considered the "members of 
the Louisians Delegation as being very nice people and that 
they should get around Washington more often so everyone could 
get to know then"* 

At this dinner MOREHOUSE advised that LE BLANC rt- 
quested HORTON, KELLEY, and MOREHOUSE to have a group plcttiri 
taken with him. He advised that LE BIAJC sent him an enlarge¬ 
ment of this picture which is presently hanging in hip base¬ 
ment. 

«• • 

Mr. MOREHOUSE stated that shortly after this he was 
transferred to another Division and had no further contest, 
with the Hadacol Case* ;—— 
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He advised that the above mentioned LE BLANC 
dinner was the only one to which he was Invited and the only 
one which he attended, furthermore, he received no gifts, 
rewards, or gratuities from LE BLANC and/or any of the latter’s 
representatives• 

He advised that LE BLANC and several of the latter's 
representatives conferred with him concerning the Hadacol 
Case; however, never once did anything of an unusual n#tvre 
occur and no one exerted or attempted to exert any vndue 
pressure on him nor Influenced him In any way and he feels 
confident that no member of the Federal Trade Commission was 
Influenced or pressured by any individual either Inside or 
outside of the Commission in connection with this case. 


D. C. DANIEL 


D. C. DANIEL, Secretary and Executive Directorto 
the Commission, Room 1*2 6 , Federal frade C omission Building, 
stated that the Hadacol Case had been assigned to him in 
August, 191*8, and that fit that time hie major ooftoerjt 

3 th the extent and the ‘madia ef LB BUBO'S advertising sol 
tether or not the Federal Trade Commission had Jurisdiction 
over his advertising, Ha said he knew Hadacol was being ad¬ 
vertised within the State of Louisiana : however, th« qnewMnn 
was jfhe±her-th8 radto^brosdessts were received in neighboring 
states, thus constituting interstate commerce. 

Continuing he advised that he experienced great 
difficulty in understanding and interpreting LB BUNC'S 
"Cajun French advertising". He said that after he had it 
translated he recommended additional investigation following 
which ha prepared a proposed draft of a complaint and sub¬ 
mitted it through his superiors to the Com! sal on, 

> 

DAHIBL stated that whan he was assigned to hit pre¬ 
sent position on or about January 1, 191*9, ha had nothing 
further to do with the Hadacol Casa with the one exception 
that he was contaotad at ona time by tome men from Hew York, 
ifeese identities ha does not now recall, ooncarnlng soma 
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advertising problem; however, he has nr present recollection 
of the subject matter of the meeting or its outcome although 
he is confident that it bore no relationship tc the final 
disposition of the case. 

Mr. DANIXL stated he had never at any time received 
any gifts, gratuities, or rewards from any representative, 
attorney, or member of the LS BLANC Corporation and further¬ 
more he had never been approached by any representative, 
attorney, or member of the LE BLANC Corporation in an effort 
to Influence his judgment or decision in relation to the 
Hadacol Case. 

He said that although he was aware that LS BLANC 
had made one or two bottles of Hadacol readily available to 
most members on th9 "Hill”, he had no knowledge of any attempt 
by LE BLANC to influence members of the Federal Trade Comraiaslon 
either in Washington, D. C., or any other place. 

He pointed out that even though a Federal Trade 
Coranisalon official had been inclined to aid LE BLANC, the 
official regardless of his position in the Federal Trade 
Consaisaion could not hava effected the final decision of the 
Cosnlssion Inasmuch as no pending case can be closed without 
the express authority of the majority of the five raanber 
Board of Commissioners. _ 

-" By way of explanation, he advised that in the 

Federal Trade Commission at the time of the Hadacol investi¬ 
gation a case would originate at the Washington Headquartara, 
generally upon the receipt of a complaint from some competitor, 
and then it would be referred by Headquarters to the appro¬ 
priate field office where it would bo assigned to some 
attorney-examiner for investigation. He said the latter'a 
investigative reporta were incorporated in the caae file, 
which after review by the revlewing-exaalner or attorney-in¬ 
charge of the field office was forwarded to Headquartera. 

According to DANIEL, after receipt of the caae 
file at Headquartara it is conveyed through the following 
procedural steps with a review and/or endorsement at eaoh atepl 
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WFO 58-14.17 


Attorney-Reviewer, Division of Legal Investigations; Assistant 
Chief, Division of Legal Investigations; Chief, Division of 
Legal Investigations; assigned for review to a Commissioner; 
legal opinion rendered by this Commissioner or Legal Advisor; 
discussion of case by Commissioner and latter’s recommenda¬ 
tion for disposition at a regular board meeting of all the 
Commissioners; decision rendered by a majority rule of the 
five member Board, 

Mr. DANI-iL stated that this last level of administra¬ 
tive procedure is the only level of authority at which a 
final disposition of a case can b9 made. He added that if 
the majority rule is in favor of legal action against a sub¬ 
ject, the Commission sends the file to a Trial Attorney for 
a thorough review and that the latter returns the file to 
the Commission, following its passage through an Attorney- 
Reviewer and the Head of the Bureau of Litigation. 

Mr. DANIEL stated that In addition to all the above 
outlined reviews and opinions given at each of these administra¬ 
tive steps, the case may also be referred to the Office of the 
General Counsel for an opinion involving certain technicalities 
of the case. 

In conclusion Mr. DANIEL stated that although he 
has no knowledge of any misconduct or unethical action on the 
part of any Federal frade Commission employee concerning the 
Hadacol Case, he is convinced that no employee would allow 
himself to be influenced because not only would__ha--b^-ftdty _- 
cognizant of the lmposslb l 1 \ by him to circim- 

vent th a -highly aTTelTETveBvstem of checks and counter-checks 
of the administrative procedure, but he would also be cogni¬ 
zant of the fact that he could not Influence other members 
of the Federal Trade Commission since each member is held 
strictly responsible and accountable for any decision or 
opinion he makes. 

WILLIAM B. SNOW, JR. 

WILLIAM B. SNOW, JR., Chief, Division of Stipulations, 
Room 266, Federal Trade Commission Building, stated he haa been 


V 
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employed by the Federal Trade Commission since approximately 
June, 1935, and secured his present position under the Federal 
Trade Commission Reorganization Program effective June 1, 

1950. 

He said that the Hadacol Cese first came to hia 
official attention when he became Chief of the Division of 
Stipulations; however, his predessor, PGAD MOREHOUSE, had 
practically completed negotiations with LE BLANC of the 
amended stipulation which LE BLANC executed June 7» 1950. 

Mr. SNOW stated he recommended that the Commission 
accept this amended stipulation which the Commission did on 
August 17, 1950. 

He further advised that the attorney in his Divi¬ 
sion to whom the Radacol Case was assigned was J. ROBERT 
VENPEL, Attorney-Conferee, whose predessor was CHARLES A. 

SWEENEY, who had the case prior to the Reorganization Pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr. SNOW further stated that his Division was con¬ 
cerned with examining LE BLANC'S advertising and ascertalnlng 
whether it complied with the provision of the stipulation. 

He said in furtherance of this obligation he and VENDEL had 
several conferences with LE BLANC and the latter’s representa¬ 
tives. He said he recalled conferring with LE BIANC at the 
time the latter executed the stipulation in June-,—19 
that following this there uer^uiiiiininslis'TpnT^erences between 
thu la CCeF^sadver tlsing representatives, and 
various members of the Federal Trade Commission. He said 
that the matter of compliance was very difficult becausa of 
the voluminous and constantly changing advertising copy which 
LE BLANC submitted to him. He explained that before hia 
Division had thoroughly analyzed current copy, LE BIAID would 
furnish a similar or larger amount of revised copy which would 
cancel the old copy and require a new examination. He added 
that the voluminous expanse of this copy material could be 
the better grasped if he pointed out that LE BIANC' S advertising 
constituted a multi-million dollar program conducted on a 
nation-wide scale. - 


r 
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Mr. SNOW advised that occasionally he took issue 
with LE 3LANCS advertising which although not flagrantly 
false as it was prior to the stipulation, nevertheless was 
"borderline" and therefore very difficult to evaluate. He 
said that in this latter respect there was a disagreement 
between VENDiL and himself and that the former in the per¬ 
formance of his duties submitted an interim report to the 
Commission setting forth in detail his opinion that the ad¬ 
vertising complied with the terms of the stipulation. Con¬ 
tinuing, Mr. SNOW stated that Mr. HORTON, Director of the 
Bureau of Industry Cooperation of which the Division of 
Stipulations is a part, concurred in VSNDEL'S opinion al¬ 
though he, SNOW, disagreed. He added that the Commission 
followed his recrmnendation of rescinding the stipulation 
and issuing a complaint. 

He advised that upon the Coraniasion's order to 
issue a complaint against LE BLANC, his connection with the 
case terminated Inasmuch as under the administrative procedure 
of the Federal Trade Commission the case was removed from 
his Division. 

With reference to vaiDSL'S and HORTOI'S opinion 
that LE BLANC was in compliance with the stipulation, he 
advised that no significance could or should be attached 
to this inasmuch ee this difference of opinion constituted 
a difference of legal interpretation. He added that he has 
been associated for many years with both VPH 
end considered them tc b ^ mos4^-hoTigsT~an5~^above any suspicion 
of jRlacwjditrtr or'pbor^ethic s • 

Ho stated that vi th reference to the conferences 
between his DivlEion and LE BLAKC and the latter's repre¬ 
sentatives, nothing unusual occurred and certainly no hint 
of pressure or coercion was ever implied by anyone. 

He said he did recall a Mr. TOWNER, formerly of 
the Towner and Hedrick Advertising Agencv of Louisiana, and 
TOWNER'S associate, believed to be a|( b M°) ^ inforaing 

him that they had formed the Majestic Advertising Agency ana 
had replaced HIS)RICK, whoso advertising copy waa responsible 
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for LK BLANC'S trouble at the Federal Trade Commission and 
the Food and Drug Administration. He added that he believed 
they were trying to get into the good graces cf the Federal 
Trade Commission and were endeavoring to get the Hadacol 
business and for this reason vrers blaming HEDRICK for all of 
LE BLANC'S difficulties. SNOW steted that he learned sub¬ 
sequently that LK BLANC had actually incorporated TCHNHR'S 
advertising agency into the LE BLANC Corporation and had en¬ 
gaged TOWNER as an advertising employee. 

He said that LE BLANC repeatedly would assure him 
of his good faith to fully comply with the terms of the stipu¬ 
lation; however, in his, SNOW'S, opinion, LE BLANC never did 
live up to his good faith intentions. 

With reference to (b)(7)(C) , SNOW said he had 

heard of him but had never met him, although he believed 
VENDEL could furnish some information concerning him. 

With reference to RICHARD L. BROWN, SNOW said 
BROWN appeared to be a "high type man" and actually appeared 
with LB BLANC as a "front" after being "taken in" by LE 
BLANC. He said he was very favorably impressed with BROW 
who generally had very little or nothing to say at the con¬ 
ferences, 

Mr. SNOW stated that he had never been— invited-to— 
any dinners or social func and neither 
didJafi__a^en€t-aii3r^dT"^hern7 He said he likewise never received 
nor was he offered any rewards, gifts, or gratuities by LE 
BLANC or anyone else connected with him and furthermore he 
was never pressured nor influenced by any individual, including 
Congressmen and Senators, In behalf of the Hadacol Case. 

Mr. SNOW advised that no Washington representative 
of LE BLANC ever contacted him In any way and that as far at 
he was concerned no action by any member of the Federal frade 
Conmiasion could be considered In the light of poor Judgment 
or misconduct and that he felt confident that no undue pre¬ 
ssure or influence was brought to bear upon the Federal Trad# 
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Commission by LE BLANC or any of the latter’s represents 
tives or Congressmen or Senators. 


CHARLES A. SWEENEY 


CHARLES A. SWEENEY, Attorney, Division of Legal 
Investigations, Room 508, Federal Trade Commission Building, 
advised that he was connected with the Hadacol Case from 
the time It was assigned to him in August, 1949, until he 
was transferred from the Bureau of Stipulations to the 
Division of Legal Investigations in September, 1950, following 
the Federal Trade Commission Reorganization Program of June, 
1950. 


He stated that in the latter part of September, 

19ij.9, the LE BLANC Corporation was furnished by form letter 
with a statement of charges and that immediately LE BLANC 
flooded his office with voluminous advertising ar.d compendia 
of information tending to support LE BLANC'S advertising. 

He stated that inasmuch as the case was highly complex and 
because his Bureau wished to await the outcome of two similar 
cases then pending in the Court of Appeals, LE BLANC did not 
sign the stipulation until March, 1950; however, because of 
the complications involved and the very nature of the case, 
this six months' delay was quite natural and bore no other 
significance. He stated that in the aforementioned two 
pending cases, the Court of Appeals vacated the Federal 
Trade Commission proviso that advertising concerning certain 
vitamin deficiency-conditions should reflect that these 
conditions may be caused by factors other than a deficiency 
of vitamins specified in the advertising and that right after 
this decision was made, LE BLANC hastened to his office 
stating that if this same proviso were deleted from his 
stipulation, he would Immediately sign it. SWEENEY stated 
that the Commission rejected this first stipulation but 
accepted a second one in August, 1950. 

With reference to contacts with representatives of 
the LE BLANC Corporation, he stated that he conferred with 
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LE BLANC and the latter's General Manager, RICHARD L. BROWN, 
when they filed the first stipulation In March, 1950. He 
said he had several conferences with BROWN and representatives 
of various advertising agencies; however, nothing irregular 
or unusual occurred at ar.y of the meetings* According to 
SWEENEY, he conferred with LE BLANC several times during the 
compliance stage of the stipulation even though he had been 
assigned to the Division of Legel Investigations. He said 
that SNOW and VENDEL requested him to attend in an unofficial 
capacity because of his previous familiarity with the Hadacol 
Caae; however, he pointed out that here again nothing happened 
at those conferences which could be construed os being irre¬ 
gular or unusual. 

SWEENEY stated that he recalled that (b)(7)(C) 
accompanied either BROWN or LE BLANC on several occasions; 
however, (b)(6), (b) did not participate in the conferences. 

He added that he tn»»Mr.r •(-«« advertising 

agents of L2 BLANC, (b) (7)(C). (h) (6) # in Mr. 

SNOW'S office and that the two advised they were replaolag 
(b)(7)(C) who was primarily responsible for LE BLANC'S bad 
advertising copy. He further stated that in his opinion 
BROWN was primarily a bualness man Interested in advertising 
copy and that the "negotiations concerning the stipulation 
were over his head". 

With reference to contacts with representatives 
of the LE BLANC CORPORATION outside of the Federal Trade 
Commission, SWEENEY stated that he received an invitation 
from the "Hill", probably from the office of one of the 
members of the Louisiana Delegoticn, to attend a dinner for 
the Louisians Delegation at the Statler Hotel. SWEENEY said 
ha was not sure whether he should attend or not because of 
the Hadacol Case and, therefore, he and his wife went to the 
8tatler after the dinner was over. He said the party must 
have consisted of approximately seventy-five or eighty people 
in attendance and that to the beat of his knowledge no 
mention was made of Hadacol. 



»■ 
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SWEENEY said he received a direct invitation to 
attend a dinner at the Statler in 1950 from LE BLANC who 
said he was giving a party for his Washington friends and 
associates. SWEENE” further advised that at this dinner 
LE BLANC announced to those in attendance words to the 
effect that "he had just made his peace with the Federal 
TVade Commission" which was obviously spoken with reference 
to the signing of the March, 1950, stipulation. He stated 
that although no Congressman, Senator, or other individual 
spoke in behalf of Hadacol, there were several speeches in 
behalf of LE BLANC. 

SWEENEY also said that on another occasion LE BIANC 
had taken him to lunch but there was no conversation con¬ 
cerning Hadacol. 

He said he had never been contacted by or conversed 
with TURNEY GRATZ concerning the Hadacol Case although he is 
acquainted with him. 

SWEENEY also said that he received a box of fruit 
and candy as a Christmaa remembrance from LE BIANC. 

In conclusion he stated that at no time did he ever 
receive nor was he offered any gift, reward, or gratuities 
from LE BLANC or anyone else in an attempt to influence his 
decision and furthermore he had no information of any Federal 
Thade Commission employee receiving anything of value in 
connection with the Hadacol Case. 

Ho stated that to the best of his recollection 
Messers HOR'iON, KELLEY, and KING were the only Federal Trade 
Commission officials present at the Statler dinners and that 
he has no recollection of seeing any of the Food and Drug 
Administration officials in attendance at either dinner. 


J. ROBERT VENDKL 

J. ROBERT VENDEL, A ttornoy-Conforeo, Division of 
Stipulations, Federal Trade Commission, stated he was assigned 
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the Hedacol Case following SWEENEY'S transfer from the 
Division of Stipuletions to the Division of Legal Investiga¬ 
tions in September, 1950. 

He said that inasmuch as the stipulation was al¬ 
ready executed, his primary objective in the case was tc 
examine and analyze advertising copy to ascertain whether 
or not LE BLANC was complying with the terms of the stipula¬ 
tion, 

VEHDEL stated that his first meeting with LE BLANC 
and the latter’s representatives occurred on September 18, 

1950, at a conference at the Federal TY*ade Commission attended 
by Messers LE BLANC, BROWN, SNOW, SWEENEY, and HORTON, and a 
( b >( 6 ) , a representative of a highly reputable New 

York advertising agency which sometime subsequent tc this 
meeting dropped Hadacol from its list of clients. 

He stated that on October 30, 1950, he attended a 

conference in Mr. SNOW'S office at which (b)(7)(C) . _ 

and his associate, (b)(6) , advised that they had 

been engaged by LE BLANC to prepare advertising copy and that 
they wished to assure the Federal Trade Commission officiala 
that henceforth the copy would conform strictly within the 
terms of the stipulation. Purther that they blamed :(b)(7)(C) 
for the bad copy vdiich had caused the trouble between LE 
BLANC and the Federal Trade Consnission and the Food and Drug 
Administration. 

VENDKL advised that the great volime of advertising 
copy necessitated devoting practically all his time exclusively 
to the Hadacol Case. In connection with the caae he aaid 
one or two conferences between Pederal Trade Conulasion 
officials and LE BLANC end/or his representatives occurred 
nearly monthly and during which meetings instancea of non- 
compliance Wt th the stipulation were pointed out UK BLANC 
waa warned that continued failure to comply would result in 
the Issuance of a complaint against him. 
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He said that on tvo occasions he was on the point 
of recommending a complaint when I/S BIANC submitted revised 
advertising copy, w.ich in VENDEL'S opinion conformed to 
the stipulation. Ho advised that although Mr. HOETCN con¬ 
curred in his opinion, Mr. SNOW disagreed and the Commission 
issued a complaint. He said that at this point the file 
was transferred tc the Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practiows 
and he, VIvIDEL, had no further connection with the case. 

Kr. VQIDEL denied receiving invitations and denied 
a .tending maj of the large dinner parties sponsored by LE 
BLANC and he likewise denied receiving any Christmas gifts 
or other gratuities or rewards frcm LE BLANC or the latter's 
representatives. Furthermore, he stated he was never pre¬ 
ssured or influenced by anyone either inside or outside the 
Federal Trade Commission with respect to the Hadecol Case 
and that he was not acquainted nor did tie confer with 
TURNEY GRATZ. 

With reference to any social or outside contact 
with LE BLANC, he stated that he and his wife were contacted 
telephonlcally at their hone at approximately 2 P.M. one 
Sunday in March, 1951» by LE RLANC, who invited them to 
dinner at Harvey's. 

He said that at the Carlton Hotel he met '(b)(7)(C) 

, who accompanied them tc Harvey's by cab. He said he 
believed that those present were LE BLANC; a Miss MARTIN, 

the latter being LE BIANC'S secretary; (bT(Y)*C) , .., and 

possibly (b)(7)(C) , VENDEL stated that there was 

no discussion concerning Hedacol at this dinner. 

Continuing he advised tiat although this was the 
only time he had met fE>7(7)(C) , the latter appeared to him to 
be a very brilliant individual, particularly in the field of 
literature and apparently possessed a "photographic mind" 
because of the many long quotations he made from various books 
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In addition to the above dinner party, VENDEL 
stated that he had dinner with Mr* TOWNER sene time after 
the one at which he met MAC HEDRICK. 


DANIEL J. MURPHY 

DANIEL J. MURPHY, Chief, Division of Litigation, 
Bureau of Anti-Deceptive Practices, Room 588, Federal Trade 
Commission, advised the Hadacol Case came to his office in 
1948. He said he assigned this case to D. C. DANIEL, who 
was then a trial attorney in his Division, for the purpose 
of drafting a complaint. 

MURPHY stated that supplemental investigation was 
necessitated because LE BLANC had in the meanv/hile changed 
the name of his company from the Happy Day Company to LE 
BLANC Laboratories and thus the proposed complaint was not 
drafted until late in September, 1948, following which the 
case was put on "suspense” for ninty days upon the recommenda¬ 
tion of Commissioner DAVIS. 

-• t, ' 

He said that about a year later the case again 
came to his Division for the drafting of a complaint; howavar, 
inasmuch as LE BLANC had stopped his use of flagrantly false 
advertising, MURPHY recommended that the case be reassigned 
to the Bureau of Stipulations for negotiation. 

MURPHY stated that approximately two years later 
the Commission again directed his office to prepare a com¬ 
plaint and ho assigned Trial Attorney JOSEPH CALLAWAY to 
draft a complaint which was issued September ?8, 195lj how¬ 
ever, due tc the present bankruptcy proceedings ponding In’ 
New York, the case is being held in abeyance. 

4 

MURPHY stated that he was never contacted by any 
of LE BLANC'S representatives concerning the Hadacol Case, 
although he has had several conferences with tho present 
[" Trustee, Mr. ROSENTHAL, and the latter's attorneys. 
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Continuing, MURPHY stated that when he was a 
candidate for the Commission lie met LE BLAHC by chance 
In the office of TURNEY GRATZ, former Executive Director 
of the Democratic National Committee, and at which time 
he advi'ed LE 3LANC that he had recommended tc the Federal 
Trade -'mission that a complaint be issued against him. 

MURP'-ry further stated t 8t sometime prior to the 
issuanci of the amended complaint, GRATZ told him that he, 

GRATZ, was going to resign from the Democratic National 
Committee to accept a position from LE BLANC as Vice-President 
of the Hadacol concern. MURPHY said he told GRATZ that the 
Federal Trede Commission was having trouble with LE BLANC 
and that the American Medical Association had prepared an 
adverse report on Hadacol. 

He said that dispite his forewarnings, GRATZ 
joined LE BIANC; however, a short time later GRATZ told him 
at a luncheon that he had resigned because he could not get 
along w 1 th LE BLANC. 

MURPHY advised that although the "Hill" applied a 
certain amount of pressure, this did not Influence any of 
his decisions in the slightest and he la confident thmt >fed.s 
pressure manifested by occasional telephone calls and letters 
never influenced any other member of the Federal Trade Commissi 


He also advised that he was never invited to any 
dinner or luncheon party given by LE BLANC nor did he attend 
any. Further that he never received any Christmas gifts from 
LE BIANC and/or any of the latter’s representatives nor did 
he receive any gifts, rewards or gratuities in connection 
with this case. 

Mr. MURPHY stated it was his considered opinion 
that no action taken by the Federal TVade Commission oould 
in any way be construed as misconduct on the part of any 
employee or as being irregular in any way. 
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JOSEPH CALLAWAY 

JOSEPH CALLAWAY, Trial Attorney, Division of Liti¬ 
gation, federal Trade Commission, stated he was assigned the 
Hadacol Case on or about August 31, 1951, end that shortly 
after the amended complaint had been filed, Hadacol was sold 
to a New York concern. He said that shortly subsequent to 
the sale of Hadacol, the New York concern went into bank¬ 
ruptcy and the complaint was held in abeyance pending the 
bankruptcy settlement. 

CALLAWAY stated that not only was he never offered 
nor did he receive any reward, gift, or gratuities from LE 
BLANC and/or any of the latter's representatives, but he had 
no knowledge of any Federal Trade Commission employee re¬ 
ceiving such reward, gift, or gratuities or acting in an 
unethical manner or acting in a manner which could be con¬ 
strued as misconduct on the part of the employee. 

CALLAWAY also stated he never was invited nor did 
he attend any party sponsored by LE BLANC or any parties at 
which LF. BIANC and/or his representatives were present# 


i 

[ 
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WTLLIAM M. KING 

Mr. WTLi.lAM M. KING, Assistant Director, Bureau of Anti-Deceptive 
Practices, Federal Trade Commission, advised that he first became associated 
with the LeBLANC case in 19LB. He stated that his first contact was the 
review of the first complaint which had been drawn up concerning the LeBLANC 
advertising. 

Mr. KTNG stated that he had seen LeBLANC two or three times and 
that on all occasions LeBLANC was accompanied by RICHARD BROUN, or bom 
other member of the LeBLANC firm, or a representative of an advertising 
agency. Mr. KING described the visits of LeBLANC as being of the "good 
will" variety and further advised that the conversation on these occasions 
was primarily about LeBLANC. He stated that LeHLANC told him of his 
experiences in working up the formula for Hadacol. Mr. KINO advised that 
neither LeBLANC nor any of his representatives at any time ever asked 
him for any special consideration or favors. 

Mr. KING stated that ne had been contacted on several occasions 
by members of uhe two or three advertising agencies who were, at different 
times, handling the Hadacol advertising campaign. He stated that their 
contacts were merely to discuss the details of the case involving Hadscol 
advertising and that there was never any attempt by any member of these 
agencies to bribe, influence, or bring pressure upon hi* to favor LeHLiBC's 
point of view, c 

Mr. KTNG advised that he had attended two dinner parties sponsored 
by LeBLANC. He stated that he was of the opinion that these parties were 
arranged by LeBLANC for the Louisiana Delegation in Congress, and KING 
stated, to the best of his recollection, his invitation to attend these 
dinners was extended to him by "someone in the office of a umber of the 
Delegation." When questioned further as to who might have extended this 
invitation, KING advised that he eould not recall specifically who had 
invited him. He stated that he attended these dinners because he felt 
they were in honor of the Louisiana Delegation and stated that, wiym he 
received the invitation, he discussed it with WILLIAM OUCT and fMM# v y 
that KELLEY was of the opinion that inasmuch as the levitation sens 
Congressional sources it would be all right to aocapt. KINO stated that 
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tnere were between 70 and R 0 people in attendance at each of these dinners. 
He recalled the following individuals from the Federal Trade Commission as 
being in attendance at either one or both of t.he dinners: 

JIM HOFTON 
POAD MOREHOUSE 
WTLLTAM XF.LLET 
ROBERT VENDF.L 
CHARLES SWEENY 

Mr. KING stated he was aware that the Hadacol case was pending 
in the Federal Trade Commission at the time of the parties but stated tr.at 
it was not being handled in his division at this time and, further, at the 
time of the parties he had no connection with the Hadacol case* KING 
stated, however, it would not have made any difference as to whether he 
would have attended or not inasmuch as he believed it to be a Congressional 
party, and he did not want to affront the Louisiana Delegation. He stated 
that the parties were merely social gatherings and that the people in 
attendance were primarily those from the Louisiana Delegation. KING stated 
that at no time during either of these parties was he Involved in, or neard, 
any discussion regarding the Hadacol case that was pending with the Federal 
Trade Commission. 

Mr. KING stated that during the Christmas holidays in 19U? And 
also in 1950 he received from D'TJIBT LeBLANC a basxet of fruit and jellies. 
He stated these had been shipped to him from Florida with the compliments 
of LeBLANC, and he further related that on both occasions he kept the 
present. He could not recall whether he had made any acknowledgement of 
receipt of these presents to LeBLANC. 

Mr. KING stated that he had received numerous calls from the 
Congressional offices of the Louisiana Delegation in which they informed 
him of "what a good fellow LeDLANC was" and made inquiry concerning the 
Hadacol case. He stated that at no time were any demands made by the 
Louisiana Delegation, but tne Implication was clear that they deaired 
LeHLANC be given ary and every consideration in his case pending before 
the Federal Trade Commission. KING stated that he could not recall a 
specific individual who had made these calls. 

In conclusion, Mr. KING advised that he had never had aqy 
contacts with ](b) (7)(C) or 

TURNEY C5RATZ ana tnax ne nan not been contacted by any Dallas law 
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firm regarding the LeBLANC case. He stated tnat at no time had anyone 
either in or out of the Federal Trade Commission attempted to influence 
his decisions with the exception of the aforementioned calls from the 
Louisiana Delegation. He stated that the parties which he had attended 
and the fruit which he had received had in no way affected any decisions 
made in the Federal Trade Commission. 

WILLIAM T. KF.LLEY 

Mr. WILLIAM T. KELLEY, General Counsel, Federal Trade Commission, 
advised that he has never been officially connected with the "Hadacol case" 
and never rendered any decisions in this case. He further stated that he 
had never had any official dealings with DUDLEY LeBLANC. Mr. KELLEY advised 
that he had never talked to anyone or had any conferences in regard to the 
Hadacol case and that neither LeBLANC nor any of his representatives had 
ever contacted him concerning the case. 

Mr. KELLEY advised that his first contact with DUDLEY LeBLANC 
was approximately four or five years ago when LeBLANC came into his office 
and introduced himself as "Senator LeBLANC from Louisiana." KELLET stated 
that on this occasion, after introducing himself, LeBLANC devoted his 
conversation exclusively to a description and background of himself and 
a book he had written concerning the settling of the Acadians in Louisiana. 
KELLET stated that LeBLANC had "quite a personality" and recalled that he 
"wore the biggest diamond ring I had ever seen." On this occasion there 
was no discussion regarding the Hadacol case or any official business. 

Re stated that he knew of no reason for LeBLANC's coming into his office 
and introducing himself. Mr. KELLEY stated that at this time he bed 
never heard any mention made of the product Hadacol. Ke stated that he 
knew nothing about Hadacol and did not even know that there was such a 
product in existence. 

Mr. KELLEY stated that his next knowledge of LeBLANC came about 
when he received a telephone call frae "someone on the Hill," whose name 
he could not recall but a person whom he believed to be from Louisiana, 
inviting hie to attend a dinner for the "Louisiana Delegation." Mr. K1UJT 
stated that it was his belief that this dinner was sponsored by LeBLANC 
and that he accepted the invitation and attended the dinner. He described 
the dinner as being "quite a dinner" which was held either at the Stalls* 
or the Carlton Hotel and, according to KELLEY, was attended by two o?' ^Vwe 
hundred people. Mr. KELLET advised that ha, at that time, was qndrnr Mm 
impression that the dinner was in honor of the Louisiana group la Oeogruss 
and that he attached no significance to the invitation. He stated that, 
because the invitation came "from the Hill," he felt it proper for him to 
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•ttend. Re further advised that at tne time of the dinner he sat between 
Senator and Mrs. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. KELLET advised that most of the 
people in attendance at the dinner were from Louisiana. He stated that 
this was the first time he heard mention of the name Hadacol and that he 
heard it mentioned here in connection with casual conversation and humorous 
stories concerning Hadacol. 

Mr. KELLEY advised his next contact with LeBLAXC was snortly 
before Christmas in 19U9 when he received a basket of fruit. He stated 
that tnis was a gift from DUDLEY LeBLANC. He further advised that he 
kept the fruit and wrote a "thank-you letter" to LeBLANC acknowledging 
receipt of the fruit. Mr. KELLEY stated that he attached no significance 
to thie gift and at the tine of the receipt of this present he did not 
realise DUDLEY LeBLANC had a case pending before the Federal Trade 
Commission. At thie point, KELLEY made the statement, "I lived and learned; 

I should have given the fruit to charity and advised LeBLANC that I could 
not accept the gift from him." 

Mr. KELLEY further advised that he was invited to a second 
dinner in 1950 which was given by DUDLEY LeBLANC and which he also believed 
was in honor of the Louisiana Delegation. Tills party was similar to the 
party held in 191*9, and most of the people present were from the Louisiana 
group in Congress. Mr. KEL1E? stated emphatically that upon the occasion 
of these two dinner parties there was no conversation regarding the Hadacol 
case and that op to the time of these parties he knew nothing of aaj Federal 
Trade Commission case regarding Hadacol. He stated that, to the bMt of 
hia recollection, the other members of the Federal Trade Commission who 
attended either one or both of these parties were PQAD MOREHOUSE, JIM HOB TON, 
and BILL KIND. He stated that there may have been others present at one or 
both of the parties but that he could not recall any additional bmi# 

Mr. KELLEY emphasised that he had never had anything to do with 
the Hadacol case and has never been contacted by any representative of the 
LeBLANC firm, any law firm, or advertising agency connected with the LsBLANC 
organization. He stated that ha was not acquainted with 1(b) (7)(C) or 
(b) (7)(C) and, further, that he had received no calls from any members 

of the Louisiana Delegation or any other aembers of Congress regarding the 
Hadacol case. In conoluaion, Mr. KELLET advised that he could not have 
rendered any favors to the LeBLANC interest even if he had so desirmd* 
inasmuch as he had had no connection with decisions in the Hadacol oaaa« 


VI 
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STEPHEN J. SrINGARN 


Mr. STEPHEN J. SPINGARN, Connissioner, Federal Trade Comaiesion, 
Room 1*68, Federal Trade Cotnnission Building, Washington, D. C. f advised that 
he became a Commissioner in the Federal Trade Coamission in October, 1950, 
and as of that time the Hadacol case was in the Federal Trade CcBieslan. 

He stated that the case had reached the stipulation stage, and no complaint 
was on file concerning Hadacol. Mr. SPINGARN advised that in June, 1951, 
he read an article in "Reader's Direst" regarding Hadacol which aroused his 
interest in the case. He stated he was of the opinion that something 
should be done about the type of advertising they were using and as a result 
he wrote a letter to the other Commissioners on June 13, 1951, recoemending 
that action be taken by the Federal Trade Commission to prohibit the LeBLANC 
industries from using the flamboyant type of advertising that they were 
using. Mr. SPINGARN stated that subsequent to this recommendation the case 
was reactivated and later assigned to him for review. He stated that om 
August 29, 1951, he recommended that a complaint be filed, and as a result 
a complaint was filed against Hadacol shortly thereafter. Mr. SPINGARN 
stated that in his judgment a mistake had been made in the firet place in 
allowing a stipulation in the Hadacol case. SPINGARN advised, however, 
that, "in all fairness to those who made the decisions, he would have to 
say that the Hadacol organization had ballooned from a small outfit until 
it suddenly became important." 

SPINGARN advised that he had no conferences with LeBLANC or any 
of the company officials or representatives. He further stated that he 
has had only one contact and that with a New York advertising agency 
representative whose name he could not recall. This individual stopped 
by his office for a brief moment for what SPINGARN described as a "good 
will" visit, and no business was discussed. 

SPTNGARN advised that he had not attended any of the dinner* 
held by LeBLANC and further that, as a matter of principle, he avoided 
this type of affair. In this regard, SPINGARN advised that all infor¬ 
mation he had regarding the dinners was in the nature of rimore. He 
further stated that no one had contacted him at any time in an effort 
to Influence his decision in the Hadacol case or any other case. He 
could furnish no information regarding anyone who had been offered 
anything as an indueeeient to influence their decision. I 
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E. MISCELLANEOUS 


^PERSONNEL RKCOPD 


Mr. D. C. DANIEL, Executive Director, Federal Trade Coonission, 
produced the personnel record of JAMES A. HOPTON which reflected that he 
secured employment with the Federal Trade Commission as an Attorney Examiner 
on March 2fl, 1921. His file also disclosed the following sequence of 
appointments held by HORTON: Chairman, Board of Investigation, January 15, 

1930; Assistant Chief Examiner, January 9, 1931; Chief Examiner, January 6, 

193u; Director of Bureau of Legal Investigations, August 12, 19u6; Director 
of Bureau of Industry Cooperation, June 1, 1950, which position he holds at 
the present time. 

It was also noted that, the file contained a letter dated March L, 

1950» from JAMES H. MORRISON, Member of Congress, recommending HORTON for 
the position of Commissioner with the Federal Trade Commission. A copy of 
a letter dated March 28, 1950, indicated that MORRISON was advised by 
LOWELL B. MASON, Acting Chairman, that on March 6, 1950, President TRUMAN 
had appointed MAPTTN A. HUTCHINSON, of Richmond, Virginia, to the Vacant 
Commissioner's seat. The file failed to reflect any disciplinary action 
or criticism of HORTON and contained no information in addition t o that 
previously set forth. 

—- The files of the Washington, D. C., Credit Bureau were chec^sd 

by SE WALTER J. TOLSON regarding JAMES A. HORTON. These files revealed 
that he resides at U000 Cathedral Avenue and formerly resided at 37U1 
39th Street, N. W., and is employed as Chief Examiner, Federal Trade 
Commission. His wife la presently unemployed but was formerly employed 
by the Federal Trade Coamission. 

The files of the Metropolitan Police Department, Washington, D. C., 
Criminal Division, were checked against the name of JAMES A. HORTON by ;(b) (6) 
MbUeV with negative results. The records of the Traffic Division, 

Police Department, reflected numerous charges of illegal parking by JAMES ALBERT 
HORTON and his spouse, (b)(6) . 
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Chairman JAMES M. MEAD, Federal Trade Comission, furnished 
SA WILLIAM T. FORSYTH and the writer with what appears to be the original 
report of JOHN H. BASS, entitled "Special Report, In re: The Le Blanc 
Corporation, Docket 5925," which is being forwarded herewith to the 
Bureau as an enclosure. 


It was noted that the first paragraph of JASS' report 
reflects the purpose as to why the report was made and this paragraph 
is set out as follows: 


"This report contains a summary of evidence secured 
during the course of the investigation of alleged 
attempts on the part of Dudley J. Le Blanc and others, 
through the means of lavish entertainment, gift# and 
gratuities, to influence the action of the officials 
of the Federal Trade Commission in their disposition 
of the case involving the Le Blanc Corporation. This 
investigation and report thereon was made pursuant to 
the oral instructions of Chairman James *. Head, of the 
Federal Trade Commission, on November 2L, 1952." 


It was further noted that this report consisted of a review 
of Bsderal Trade Commission files, a review of Federal bureau of Investiga¬ 
tion reports furnished Chairman MEAD by the Bureau, and the results of 
interviews conducted by BASS with various Federal Trade Commission offioial 
connected with the Le Blanc case* 


It was also noted that BASS advised that during the Course 
of his investigation, he found no evidence of irregularities on the part 
of Le Blanc and his representatives in their contacts with official/: 
of tho Federal Trade Commission* Further, that although certain offioials 
of the Commission attended dinners sponsored by Le Blanc, he ftsugl no 
evidence that this influenced the opinions or deoisions of thtfltf officials 
and that although they advised him that they now considered thelf action# 
as unwise and indiscreet, they denied that this hospitality lnflusAoed 
them in pursuit of their official duties. Furthermore., that although oertai 
Comaieeion officials were the recipient# of Chris tone glf£#sfmdt to then 
by Le Blanc, they advisld BASS t&«V the gift# had heap asjfc. to then without 
their solicitation or knowledge. Id conclusion, HAgB gtpBd "I ate no need 
fit ectiqp except to urge more discretion on the part Of the officials 
dealing with respondents." '"'•I 
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JCL03UR2S 


TC TO2 BUREAU 


Forwarded herewith to the bureau is the report of 
JOHW K• BASS entitled "Special Report, In re: The Le 
Blanc Corporation, Docket ?S25." 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PAGE 


Efforts to contact JAIMES ALBERT HGRTOK, Director of the 
Bureau of Industry Corporation, Federal Trade Commission; and CHARLES 3. 
GRABQ, Assistant Chief, division of Investigations, Federal Trade 
Commission, were negative due to illness; however, WFO will interview 
them upon their return. 

Imuiry at the office of JOSEPH f. POWERS, Chief, Division 
of Investigations, Federal Trade Commission, disclosed he is presently 
out of the city but is expected to return January 12, 1952, at which time 
he will be interviewed by TFO. 

With reference to the report of JOHN H. BASS, Chairman MEAD 
furnished interviewing agents with what appeared to be the original report. 
It Is to be noted that TO received only one copy of this report which 
is being forwarded herewith to the Bureau anc^ therefore, no copies are 
being retained in this office. 

Chairman MEAD also returned FBI reports which were furnished 
to him by the Bureau as follows: 

Report of SA WILLIAM C. HIGGINS dated October 31, 1952, 
at Wasnington, D. C. 

Report of SA LAURENCE J. FRA to, JR., dated November It, 1952, 
at New Orleans, Louisiana. 

These two reports are being returned herewith to : the Buie at. 

-< •• .'iff • ' ’’k * ’ ' 

*.v > 

One oopy of instant report is being forwarded to the New 
Orleans Office for information inasmuch as additional investigation has beei 
requested in that district. 


LEADS 


THE WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE 


AT WASHINGTON. D. C. 

--^ *' of. > ' 

Will interview JAMES ALBERT UGRXD1, Director I of 

Indue try Corporation, en<J CHAI&S I. ORASXI , Xel^fcadsl 
Division of InvestijBdiQhe, mxd JOSEPH f. POtBO,* Chief, Diviai 
of Investigations^ all of the FT& 



l*. • 
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(ndninistrative page oontinued) 
(Leads continued) 


Will interview GEORGE IARRICK, Deputy Canoissioiefc, 
Food and Drug Administration, for any pertinent - 
informati.n concerning instant case. 


Will attempt to locate and interview Doctor PAUL 
DUNBAR, former Commissioner, Food and Drug 
Administration, concerning instant matter. 


Will interview OSCAR SWING, Director, FSA, concerning 
his contact by TURNEY GRATZ and MaC HEDRICK, • „ 


Will contact the Statler, Mayflower, and Carlton 
Hotels in an attempt to determine the identiti^e , 
of FTC and FDA officials entertained by Le 31aae« 


'TO letter to the Director dated December 15, 19&2* 

Bureau letter to WFO dated December 13, 1952. • : 

WFO letter to the Director dated December 22, 1952. 

.VFO airtel to the Director dated December 2U , 1952. 

Report of SA MANNING C. CLEMENTS dated December 20, 1952, 
at Dellas. 

New Orleans memorandum to the Director dated Dedeaber 31, 1952 
Houston letter to WFO dated December 31, 1952. "f , ' *.' $ 

WFO teletype to the Director ind Houston dated .ff jffljcg sb, 

WFO teletype to the Director and Hew Orleafef w^ 


REFERENCES 


5 «> ?808 



